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CATHOLICK Theſes, 
Concernung the | 


ADORATION of Chriſt's. Body and Bleod 


IN THE 


EUCHARIST. 


( Portions the Adoration of Chriſt's Body and Blood, and fo x. x.. 


of his Divine Perſon, as preſent in the Euchariſt, x. I ſhall 
ſhew, what in reaſon ts or muit be conceded by Proteſtants. 
2, Examine what Catholicks maintain. | | 
1, I ſuppoſe a general precept of giving ſwpreme and divine ado- Suppoſiri-- 
ration'to our Lord and Saviour Feſws Chrift : And, that as Afﬀirma» 9% 
tive precepts (ſuch as this is) do not oblige to-every time, and 
place ; fo, if they are unlimited and general, they warrant the 
lawfulneſs of our prattice:of 'them in- any time 'or place ; nor is 
there any need of any particular -divine command 1n refpett of 
theſe (1. e. placeand "times, ) without which command we may 
not obey them. '{ For, what abſurdities would follow hence ? Hor, 
Was our Saviour, when on Earth, never lawfully werfhipped, but. 
in place, or time, 'firft commanded ? Nor then, when herſhewed 
and preſented himſelf to them for ſome _other purpoſe, than ifor 
adoration ? as to teach 'them, -to-ſuffer ferrrhem, &rc. Might not 
the'Megi worſhip'him lying in-the.Cratch, .diveſted .of alkappear- 
ance of Majeſty, without a ſpecial command from. God.? 4 Butt 
is ſufficient to warrant our.prattice of them ; "if, in reſpe&.of ſuch 
time, and place, there'be no expre(s,prohiviton. 
2. T ſuppoſc.; that, where-ever the Body of aur :Lord is, thexe 14 $, 2. 
" bis whole perſon; it being no more -lince 'his. Reſurrection ato .be a 
dead body, ( for Chriſt dieth xo-more; \Rom. 6..9.)) ; but thaving 
'the Soulzoyned- with it : as likewiſe, .ever ſince:the >Incarnation, 
having alfo--its hypoF#aſis or lubliſtence from the :Divinity . zoyn-- 
ed with it; even when it was -1n:the Graye, .and .the Soul 4c- - 
vered from it, 129: Hou 
P. 2 2.1: 
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2 Concerning the Adoration of the Encharift. 

s 3. 3. I ſuppoſe, it is a thing granted alſo by learned Proteſtants, 
That, where ever this Body of our Lord Tape there this Divine 
Perſon is ſupremely adorable : As the Divinity every where preſent . 
is every where adorable, and may be 16 adored ih the preſence-.or 
before -any of his Greatures ; tf ſuch adoration be directed td him, 
not zt, (as, when I ſee the Sun riſing, I may lawfully fall down-on 
my knees, and bleſs the Omnipotent Creator of it ; and ſee 1 Cor. 
T4. 24,2 5.) may be, Tay, but not, mn# : for where there is only 
{uch a general preſence:of the Divintty;  as1s- in every t:me, place, 
and thing ; here our Adoration may and muſt be diſpenſed with, 
as to ſome times, and places. _ ; 

None likewiſe can deny, "That the Humanity of our Lord alſo, 
in a notion abſtrattive from the Divinity perſonally united to it, 1s 
truly adorable ; tho! this with a'worſhip.not.cxceeding that due to 
a Creature. | 

&. 4. [ For the lawtfulneſs of Adoration, where ever is ſuch a preſence 
of the perſon of our Lord, {ce Biſhop Ardrews, Reſp. ad Apol. p. 155. 
Chriſtos ipſe Sacramenti res | ſive ] in & cum Sacramento, ſive extra 
& ſine Sacramento, ubi-ubi eſt, adorandius eff. _ 

Apol. des - | Thus alſo Daille,. Apol. des Eglis. Reform. c. 10. who, in pitching 

£81. Re- eſpecially on this point, Adoration of the Encharift, as hindring the 

e' Proteſtants longer ſtay in the Roman Communion, hath in this 
Diſcourſe, and in two Replies to Chanmont made afterward in de- 
fence of it, diſcuſſed it more particularly than many others) in an- 
ſwer.to S. Ambroſe and S, {4uſtin their adoring the Aleſh of. Chriſt 
inthe Myſteries. ——The Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt ( ſaith he) per- 
ſonally anited to the Divinity, 1s by conſequence truly and properly ado- 
rable. And again: They only adored Jeſus Chrilt iz the Sacrament ; 
which is the thing we agree to. And ibid. p. 29. We do willingly adore 
Jeſus- Chriſt, who is preſent in the Sacrament, namely by. Faith in 
the heart of .the Communicants, &c. And fee Dr. Stillingfleet in 
- his Roman. Idol. c. 2. p. 114. —— The Queſtion (faith he) be- 
tween ws, 1s' not whether the perſon of Chriſt is to be worſhipped 
mith Divine worſhip , for that we freely acknowledge. And altho' 
the humane nature of Chrii, of it ſelf, can yield us no ſufficient 
reaſon for adoration | he muſt mean, Divine ] : yet being conſider- 
.ea 2s. united to the Divine Nature, that cannot hinder, the ſame 
Divine 'worſhip beivg given to his Perſon, which belongs to his Di- 
wine Nature, any more than the Robes of a Prince can take off 
from the honour due nnto him. Tho! how well that which he ſaith 
before, zb:d. $. 2. (as it ſeems againſt worſhipping Chriſt fuppo- 
{ed preſent in the Euchariſt, without a ſpecial command to do = ) 

conſ1its 


F 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Enchari# . J 
confiſts with what he faith here, and with what follows, let him 
look to.1t. ] | Ya 
4. It is affirmed by many Proteſtants, eſpecially thoſe of the g.s. n.z- 
Church of Ezg/and, that this Body and Blood of our Lord is really pre- | 
ſent, not only invirtue, but in ſubſtance in the Euchariſt, either with 
the Symbols immediately upon the Conſecration ; or at leaſt ſo, as 
to be received in the Euchariſt, gogether with the Symbols, by e- 
very worthy Communicant : and that this Body and Blood of our 
Lord, which is not ſevered from his Perſon, is then to be worſhip- 
ped with ſupreme Adoration. | | 
[ See 1. for a ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt's body in the Eucha» 
riſt, ( I mean at leaſt to the worthy Receiver, contradiſtin&t to a 
Preſence by. efe&? only, Influence, Virtue, Grace, or the Holy 
Spirit, uniting us to Chriſt's Body in Heaven) Dr. Taylor of Real 
Preſence, Pp. 12. When the word Real (ſaith he) is denied T i.e. 
by Proteſtants, as it was in King Edward's time ] the word Real is 
zaken for Natural, [' 2. e. as he explains it p. 5. including not only 
the nature of the Body, for that is the ſubſtance ; but the corpo- 
ral and natural manner of its exiſtence ;. he goes on, ] But the 
word {ubſtantialiter # alſo uſed by Proteſtants in this queſtion, which 
T ſuppoſe may be the ſame with that which is in the Article of Trent ; 
Sacramentaliter przſens Salvator ſubſtantia ſua nobis adeſt ; iz 
ſubſtanc-:, bu after a Sacramental manner. See the Confeſſion of 
Beza, anc the French Proteſtants ( related by Hoſp. Hitt. Sacram. 
part. ult. p. 251..) Fatemir in cena Domini non modo omnia Chri- 
[ti beneficia, ſed ipſ1m etiam Filii hominis ſubſtantiam, ipſam, in- 
quam, veran rem & verum illum ſanguinem, quem fudit pro 
nobis, non ſiguificari duntaxat, ant ſymbolice, typice, wel figurate pro- 
poni tanquam abſentis memoriam ; ſed vere ac certo repreſentari, exhi- 
beri, & applicands offerri, adjunitis [ymbolis minime nudis, ſed que 
( quod ad Deum ipſum promittentem & offerentem attinet)) ſemper rem 
ipſam were ac certo conjunctam habeant ; ſive fidelibus, ſive infidelibus 
proponantur, | 
Again, Beza Epilt 68. ſpeaking againſt A/emannus, and ſome o- 
thers, who oppoſed a /ub/tantial preſence ; Veolunt ( ſaith he ) ex- 
Gallica Confeffrone | Art. 36. ] & Liturgia [ Catech. Din. 53. ] ex 
 pungi ſubſtantiz vocem, idcired de induſtria paſſim a Calvino & 4 

me uſurpatam, ut eorum calumnie occurreremus, qui nos clamitant pro 

re Sacramenti non ipſum Chriſtum, ſed ejus duntaxat dona & entr- 

giam, ponere. And Epz#t. 5. he argues thus againſt the fame Ale- 
mMAannus. Velim igitur te imprimis intueri Chrifti verba ; HoC 

eſt corpus meum, quod pro vobis traditur, & Hic elt ſanguis me- 
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Þ] 


Corpus Chriſti forma. humani corporis nituralem. habens, & quod 
R Hs: 


Conterning the Adoyation 55 :ne Emcharife, | 
its qui pro vodis funditur. ——Afge pro his vocibus Corpus & Sar 
guis, dicamus, Hoc eft eficacia mortis mee, quz pro: vobis trad;s 
tur ; Hic eft Spiritus mens qui pro vobis effunditur : Quid ineptius 
eft hac oratione? Nam certe verbailla, Quod pro vobis traditur, & 
Qui pro vobis funditur, zeceſſario huc te xdighnt, ut de ipſamet Corporis 
& Sanzitinis ſubſtantia hoc intelligere cogaris. I 

See Hooker, Eccleſ. Pol. 5. 1. 67.4. p. 357. Wherefore ſhould the 
world continue ſtill diſtrafted and: rent with ſo manifold contentions ; 
when there rethaitteth now no Coptroverſy, ſaving only about the ſub- 
ject where Chri#t is ? Nor doth aty thing reſt doubtful in this, 


Lit whether, ihen the Sacrament is aiiminiftred, Chrift be whole with- 


in Man only ; or elſe his Body arid Blood be alſo externally ſeated 


ia the, very conſetrated Elements themſelves? [ But a great Contro- 


verſy ſurely there would be befide this, if the one party held Chri/f*s 
Body /ib[tantialty, and the other virtually preſent.] Apain, p.:360. 
——All three opinions do thus far accord in one, &c. That theſe holy 
myſteries, reteived in die manner, do inſtrumentally both make us par- 
takers of that body, and blood, which were given for the life of the 
TWorld ; axd beſides alſo impart unto us, even in trite and real, tho" my- 
ſtical, majiter, the very Perſon of our Lord himfelf, whole, perfef, and 
entire. 


Thus alſo Biſhop Azdrews, Reſp. ad Apol. Bell. r. cap. p. 17. 


' Nobis v03ſcim de Objetto convenit,. de modo lis oninis eſt, [ But there 


would be a /z concerning the Obje&, if one affirmed the ſnb/tunce of 
the body thete, the other only the virtue, or efficacy. ] 

See Biſhop Coſmas his late Hiſtoria Tranſubſtantiatiovis, tit. cap. 2. 
ProtiF antins orinitis conſenſis de reali, id ef, vera, (ſed no car- 
nali ) 'Pr2ſentia Chriſti in Euchariſtia mane: conftat, And in 
proof of this'p. 10. he quotes Pojnet Biſhop of WincheF#ter, his Dia- 
latticon. de weritate, natura, 'atque ſubtaytia Corporis &' Sanzninis 
Chriſti in Euchariſtia;, Quod (ſaith he) yon atio conſilio edinir, 
quam tt fidem & dottrinam Ectleſie Anglicans illuſtraret. Et primo 
oftendit Euchariſtiam non ſolum figuram eſſe Corporis Domint , ſed 
etiam ipſam veritatem, naturam, atque ſubſtantiam in fe 'comprehen- 
dere ; tdcirco nec has voces Naturx & Subſtantiz fugiendas efſe ; 
Veteres enim de hoc Satramento diſſerzntes ita locutos fnifſe. Secundo 


quearit, ay wvoces ille, Veritas, Natura, & Subſtanitia, tommuni mo- 


're in. hoc myſteric a veteribus intelligebantar ; an pecultiri & Satra- 

mentis mags accommodata ratione'? Neque enim obfervanduineffe ſo- 
> 4443 - +6 JF © - 4 , : : . yy , _ 

lum, quibus verbis olim Patres uſt ſunt, ſed quid iſtis ſignificare ac 


Rocere voluerint. Ft licet diſciimty ipſe cum Patribus agnoſcat, titer 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Encharift. 5 
in Sacramento eſt Corpus myfticum ; maluit tamen diſcrimen illud ad 
modum przfentiz.& exhibitionis, quam ad ipfam rem, hoe eſt, Corpus 
Chriſti verum accommodari ; cums certiſjimum ſit, non aliud Corpus in 
Sacramento fidelibus dari, niſi quod 4 Chriſto pro fidelinm ſalute in 
mortem traditum fuit. "Thus he, juſtifying Porwcr's expreſſions 
ſpeaking in the language of the Fathers. p. 43. Non dicimus 
{ faith he) iz hac ſacra Cana nos tantum efſe participes fruttws moy- 
is, O& paſſionis Chriſti ; fed fundum ipſum cum fruttitbus, qui ab ip- 
fo ad nos redeant, conjunginmms ; aſſerentes cum Apoſtolo, x Cor. 
Io. I6. Panem quam trangimus eſfe ygwriay Corporis Chriſti, 8& 
Poculum Sanguinis ejus communuicationem ; mv 77 eadem ln [ntb- 
ftantia, quans accepit in utero Virginis, & quam furſum in calos in- 
wexit ; in hos tantuns a Pontificits difſedentes, quod ili manducationems 
hanc & conjunitionem, corporaliter fieri credunt ; nos non naturali 
aliqua vatione, aut modo corporali ; fed tamen tam vere, quam fi nu- 
turaliter aut corporalites Chriſto comjungerewur, [ Here I underſtand 
his ox modo corporali not toexclude Corpres Domini, or non rations 
waturali tocxclude zatura rei, or the thing it ſelf; but only to ſignify, 
that the Body is preſent, not after a corporal manner, or with the 
dimenſions and other common-qualities of a Body ; which thing 1n- 
deed Catholicks alſo affirm. ] | | 

He ſeems alſo to grant, this ſubſtantial Preſence to be with the S- 5: 
Symbols, after Conſecration, on the Table, and before communi- ** 5* 
cating. For p. 65. for this he quotes the Conc. Nicen. Sublata in 
altum: mente per fidem conſideremus, proponi in ſacra illa menſa Ag 
aum Dei tollentem peccata mundi., And p. 43. Quoniam: ( ſaith 
he) res ſignificata wobis offertur & exhibetur tam were quam ſigna ipſa: 
ca ratsone ſignorum cum Corpore & Sanguine Domint conjunttionem 
agnoſcimus ; & mutata eſſe elements dicimus in uſum alium ab e0 
quem prize habuerunt. | i.e. to be now conjoyned with, and' to 
exhibit to us this Body of our Lord : which conjunQtion, he faith 
P- 45. 1s made per omnipotentiam Dei. ] So he faith ibid, ——Non 
quaritur, An Corpus Chriſti a Sacramento ſuo, juxta mandating ejus 
znſtituto ac u{urpato, abſit ; quod nos Proteſtantes & Reformati nequa- 
quam dicimus aut credimus. Nam cum ibi detur & ſumatur, on- 
nino oportet ut adſit ; licet Sacramento ſuo quaſi conteffum fit, & 
zbi, ut in ſe eſt, conſpici nequeat. And p. 125. —— Frers enim 
( faith he) de Elements Sucramentum [ which ſurely is done in-the 
Conſecration ] nec conſiſtere Sacramentum ſine Re Sacramenti, firms- 
ter tenent. And this conjunttio Corpors Chriſti, p. 35. heaffirms to be 
made in receiving the Sacrament, not only cm: anima, ſedetiam cnn 


corpore noſtro. 
Laſtly, 


' a> 
& > 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Enchari#t.. 


Laſtly, the modzs of this true Preſence of the Body of our Lord 


with the Signs or Symbols in the Sacrament, when as it remains 
in Heayen til] our Lord's ſecond coming,. he: makes, as others, to 
be ineffabilis, imperſcrutabilis, non ratione inquirendus aut indagan- 
aus. Pe. 36. Nos wero hunc modum [ przſentix Chriſti in Eu- 
chariitia ] fatemur cum. Patribus eſſe ineff abilem, atque imperſcru- 
tabilem, hoc eſt, non ratione inquirendum, aut indagandum ; ſed (0- 
la fide credendum. * Etſt enim widetur © tncredibile in tanta locorum 
diſtantia penetrare ad nos Chriſti carnem, ut nobis fit in cibum; me= 
miniſſe tamen oportet, quantum ſupra ſenſus noſtros emineat Spiri- 
tus Santi virtus, & quam ſtultums ſit ejus immenſitatem modo no0- 
ſtro metiri welle, Quod ergo mens noſtra non comprehendit, concipi- 
at fides. [ The like to which eſſe zneffabilem, & ſupra ſenſu, Ca- 
tholicks ſay of the ſame preſence of our Lord in the Euchariſt 72 
tanta locorum diſtantia, whilit alſo at the very ſame time it is in Hea- 
ven. ] And thus Lazfraut long ago in his anſwer to Berengarins, 
( who contended that Chri/ti Corps celo devocari non poterit, ) quo» 
ting the words of St. Azdrew a little before his Paſſion : Cum 
vero in terris cares ejus ſunt comeſte, & were ſanguis ejus ſit bibi- 
tus ; ipſe tamen uſque in tempora reſtitutionis omnium in caleſtibus 
ai dextram Patris integer ſemper perſeuerat & vivat. Si queris. 
(faith he ) modum quo id fieri poſſit , breviter ad praſens. reſpon- 
deo, Myſterium eſt fidei : credi ſalubriter poteſt, veſtigart utiliter 
03 poteſt. See allo the Gallicany Confeſſion, produced by this Bi- 
ſhop, p. 23. where they ſay, Chriitus in calis mayſurus donec we- 
wat ; and yet nutriens & vivificars nos Corporis & Sanguinis ſui 
ſubſtantia, (4. e, in the Sacrament : ] that Hoc myſterinm noſtre 
cum Chriſto coalitionis tam ſublime eſt, ut omnes noſtros ſenſus, te- 
tumque adeo ordinem: nature ſuperat. Inall theſe then doth not the 
incomprehenſibility and ſupernaturality of this Myſtery lie in this, 
that the one Body of our Lord ſhould be at once in two places, 
viz, preſent at the ſame time in Heaven, and to us here 1n the 
Sacrament ? And yet: this Biſhopſeems to find ſome trouble in it, 
to make any other unexplicable or unintelligible- myſtery in the 
Catholicks 'Tranſubſtantiation, ſave only this. See p. 122. For 
the ceaſing of the ſubſtance of the Elements by God's Omnipo- 
tency he allows very feiſible ; and then the AdduCtion of Chriſt's 
Body ( pre-exiſtent ) 1n the place.of their ſubſtance, labours under 
no other difficulty, ſave this, this Body its being at once in two 
places, here and in Heaven: nor, having twice * mentioned 
ſuch a Sacramental Preſence of our Lord, hath he replied any 
thing againſt it, but that thus the term of Tranſubſtantiation m__ 

rightly 
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rightly applied to ſuch an Adduftion ; which is a Logomachy. But 
this ſeems the difficulty and incomprehenſibility that Proteſtants 
alſo confeſs in their Sacramental Preſence of our Lord 72 tata loco- 
rum diſtantia paſcentis nos in Enchartſtia vera Corports ſui preſentia & 
ſubſtantia, , — 

Laſtly, after this Biſhop, with others, hath ſo far conformed to $-5- 1:5- 
the Expreſſions and Language of the Fathers, as toallow an Eſfer- 
tial or Subſtantial preſence of Chriſt's Body, it ſeems he finds ſome 
of theſe Expreſſions alſo ſo far to advance toward a Subſtantial 
tranſmutation of the Elements, as that he ſaith, p. 113. ——MNor 
abnuimus, nonnulla apud Chryſoſtomum alioſque Patres inveniri, 
que emphatice, immo vero Hyperbolice de Euchariſtia prolata ſunt : 
Ez qua, niſi dextre capiantur, incautos homines facile in errores ab= 
ducent. And below : Sant#if/imi Patres quo hec auditorum animis 
wehementins & efficacius imprimerent, de Typis, tanquam ſi ef- 
ſent ipſa Antitypa, Oratorum more multa enunciant. And again, 
P. 117. Si werba [1.e. of ſome of the Fathers] zimis rigide 
urgeantur abſque intelleFu Sacramentali , nihil alind ex iis collige 
poteſt, quam Panem & Vinum proprie & realiter ipſam Chriits 
Corpus & Sarguinem eſſe; quod ne ipſi quidem Tranſubſtantia- 
tores admittunt, Where he granting the expreſſions of ſome of 
the Fathers ſo high as to tranſcend the Afſſertions of Catholicks, 
or Tranſubſtantiators ; whoſe Aſertions again tranſcend thoſe 
of Proteſtants in this Myſtery : it ſeems not reaſonable, that he 
ſhould after this depreſs and extenuate their meanings, to coun- 
tenance and comply rather with that Opinion that 1s farther di- 
{tant from their expreſſions. Neither will the ſame Fathers cal- 
ling, in other places, the Elements Symbols and Signs of Chriſt's 
Body, (as he pleadeth p. x 16.) afford htm that reliet he ſeeks for from 
it. For ſince the Catholicks, as well as Proteſtants, do firmly main- 
tain and profeſs an external Symbol, as well as the thing fignitied 
in the Euchariſt, 2:2. all that is perceived by our ſenſes, and that 
is viſible, guſtable, or tangible, of the Elements ; as the Proteſtants 
contend this Symbol to be not only theſe, but the very Subſtance 
and nature of the Elements alſo : here it will be found that theſe 
ſentences of the Fathers do ſuffer much leſs force and torture, if 
underſtood according to the Symbol ſuppoſed by Catholicks, than 
that by Proteſtants. For example, the Biſhop * hath mentioned « ,, ,,., 
that paſlage of the ancient Author de Cexxa Domini in S. Cyprian's 
Works : the words are theſe ; Panis iſte quem Dominus di{ct- 
prrlis porrigebat , non effizie ſed natura mutatus, Ommnipotentia © 
Ierbi fattus ft caro : Cf ſieut in perſona C rift Flumanitas ap- . 

pare- 
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parebat, & latebat Divinitas ; ita Sacramento viſtvili ineffabiliter 
aivina ſe effudit efjentia, Here, I ſay, if the Sacramentum wiſibile, 
and the external Symbol be taken in this Biſhops way, for ſubſtantia 
or #atura pans, all is extremely forced, and confounded ;. and ſo he 
is driven to expound it, that by z:utatio nature paris is meant only 


mutatio uſus*;, the change of which uſe of the Bread alſo ſeems. 


no object of God's Omaipotence. Buthe Symbol or Sacrament 
being taken for ſuch as the Catholicks make it, viz. for the exter- 
nal Effigzes or Senſibles of the Bread, all is good ſenſe and coherent, 
and nothing ftrained : and the Omnipotentia Verb: rightly appliel 
to the wentatio nature paris: as God's Omnipotency may be ob- 
ſerved in the Fathers to be. frequently urged, not only in relation 
to the preſence of our Lord's Body and Blood there, but alſo to the 
tran{mutation of the Elements there, whilft the exteriors of them 
{till remain. But now in the laſt place, ſuppoling the zaturs 
paris to remain, which the Father faith is changed, yet ſo long as 
theſe Divines maintain according to the DoQtrine of the Fathers 
a ſubſtantial preſence of our Lord's Body in the Euchariſt, and 
that with the Symbols ( as he faith p. 45. Sacramento [uo quaſi con- 
teFum) ; tho' they will not admit ſuch a Symbol as the Catholicks, 
and a Tranſubitantiation of the Elements : yet they muſt (if com- 
plying with the Fathers) at leaſt confeſs ſome kind of Conlubſtan- 
tiation or conjunction of the ſubſtances of Chriſt's Body and of the 
Elements in the Euchariſt ; to which opinion the ſayings of the 
Fathers conſtrained Luther, as he often profeſſeth. Mean while it 
it be asked, why ſuch a Conſubſtantiation is declined by Catho- 
licks ? their anſwer is ready ; viz. becauſe the greateſt Councils 
that have been held ſucceſſively in the Church-Catholick, upon 
and ſince the agitation of this controverſy, have frequently and 
conſtantly ſtated and delivered, That the Scriptures, as underttood 
and expounded by the Fathers and Church-Tradition, declare a 
Tranſubſtantiation ; in the Judgments of which Councils Catho- 
licks hold it their Duty to acquieſce. This of a Subſtantial Pre- 
ſence aſſerted by Proteſtants. | 

2. Next, for Adoration too of this Body, as there preſent either 
with the Symbols upon their Conſecration, or at leaſt to all wor- 
thy receivers, ſee the ſame Biſhop Azarews, tb. c. $.p. 195; where 
to what Bellarmin hath ſaid, Inter novitia & nupera dogmata poit 
Adorationem Sacramenti Euchariſt e, i. e. aderationem Chriſti Do- 
mini in Sacramento, miro, fed vero modo preſentis, he anſwers 
thus: Sacramenti ait, id eft, Chriſti Domini in Sacranento. Rex 


autem Chriſtum in Enchariſtia were preſentem, vere & abvrandew 
| ſtatuit, 
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ſtatuit, rem ſcil. Sacramenti ; at now Sacramentum. And ——Nos 
vero & in myſteriis carnem Chriſti adoramus, cum Ambroſio ; & 
6a id [ 7. e. Sacramentum ] ſed eum, qui ſuper altare colitur, [ i.e. 
"Chriſtum rem Sacramenti. ] And is not this res Sacraments wor- 
ſhipped as upon the Altar too with the Symbols there ? 

Since him, Biſhop Brahal to the Biſhop of Chalcedon, * askirig, * Rep. to 

how the Proteſtants could profeſs to agree in all efſentials of Reli- 52: 
gion with the Roman Church, which they held tobe an idolatrous *** oo 
Church, z. e. in worſhipping the Sacrament as their God ? thus re- 
plies: The Sacrament 7s to be adored, ſaid the Conncil of Trent: 
The Sacrament, 7.2. formally the Body and Blood of Chriſt, ſay ſome 
of your Authors, | where he quotes Bellarmin de Sacramento, 4.1. 
29.6. ] we ſay the ſame. [So Cardinal Bellarmin and Biſhop Bram- 
hal are agreed about this Adoration of our Lord in the Eucharift.] 
The Sacrament, 7. e. the ſpecies of Bread and Wine, ſay others : that 
we deny, and eſteem it to be idolatrous. Should we charge the whole 
Church with Idolatry for the Error of a party ? 

The fame conceſſion with the ſame diſtin&tion makes the F. 6; 
French-Proteſtant Divine Dazle, in his ſecond Reply to Chaumorrt, n. 2. 
Þ. 29. There us a vaſt difference between to adore the Sacrament, 14nd 
to adore Jeſus Chrilt iz the Sacrament, or in the Myſteries. ——The 
later of theſe we freely do, ſince we believe him God bleſſed for ever 
together with the Father. And afterward, in anſwer to the Fa- 
thers : They fpeak (faith he) of the Fleſh of Jeſus Chriſt in the My- 
fteries, (of which we do not conteſt the Adoration) and not of the Eu 
chariſt, And again: They only adored Jeſus Chrift in the Sacra- 
ment, which is the thing we agree to. And in his Apology, Ch--p-- 
he ſaith concerning the Body of Chriſt if in the Sacrament, That zt 
i evident, that one may, and that one onght to worſhip it ; ſeeing that 
the Body of Chriſt is a ſubjet adoreable. And Chap. 10. he grants 
upon Adorate ſcabellum, That the faithful caſt down themſelves 
before the Ark to adore the Lord there, where the Divine Service 
was particularly joyned to the place where the Ark was. Dr. Taylor 
ſaith *, Concerning the attion of Adoration, it is a fit addreſs in * Rea 
the day of Solemnity with a \urſum corda, with our hearts lift up to Preſence, 
Heaven, where Chriſt ſits (we are ſure) at the right hand of the Fa- a 
ther. For, nemo digne manducat, nifi prius adoraverir, &c. [which, 
rightly underſtood, means ud qued manducat.) Here the DoCtor 
allows adoring in the the Sacrament Chriſt as in Heaven. But if 
Chriſt's Body ( and fo himſelf in a ſpecial manner) be ſubſtantial- 
ly preſent in the Euchariſt, here on Earth ; why not adore him, 


not only as in Heaven, but as preſent here ? See elſewhere, Rea! 
G 2 Pref. 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Enchari#.. 
Pref. p. 144. where he ſaith, We nozſbip the fleſh of Chriſt in the 
Myſteries exhiviting it 10 our Souls, 

See Spalaterſis de rep. Eccleſ. 1. 7. C. 11. $. 7. &c Sz ſecundum 
veritatem qui digne ſumit ſacramenta corporis & ſanguints Chriſti, 
ille vere EF realiter COrpas & re anguinem Chriſti, in fe corporaliter, 160- 
ao tamen quodam ſpiritaali, miraculoſo, F imperceptibilt, ſumit ; om- 
ns digne communicans adorare poteſt & debet corpis Chriſti quod reci-. 
pit. [Is then the worthy Communicant to worſhip, but not the 
unworthy ; becauſe Chriſt's Body is there preſent to the one, but 
not tothe other? ] Nox quod lateat corporaliter in paxe, aut ſub pane, 
aut ſub ſpeciebas & accidentibus panis ; ſed quod quando aigne ſumitur 
pans facramentalis, tuncetiam ſumitur cum pane Chriſti corpus reale, 
eli communion: realiter preſc us. Thus Spalatenſis. 

And ſo Biſhop Forbes, de Euchar. 2. 1. 2.C. 9. $. — 4z Chri- 
ftus in Enchariſtia ſit adorandus, Proteſtantes ſaniores non dubitant. 
In ſumptione enim Euchariſtie ( ut ntar verbis Archiepiſcopi Spalaten- 
{is) adorandrs eſt Chriſt us vera latria, ſiquidem corpus ejus vivim, ac 
glorioſum, miraculo quodam ineffabili digne ſumenti preſens adeſt ; & 
hee adoratio. non pant, non vino, non ſumptioni, non comeſt ioni, ſed. 
zpſs Corpori immeaiate,.. per ſumptionem Enuchariſtie exhibito, debetur, 

F perficitur. [| Thus then Proteſtants allow Adoration to Chriſt's 
Body and Blood, as ſubſtantially preſent.in the. Euchariſt, 1t not to. 
the Symbols, yet to the worthy receiver. ] 

5ly. Yet further ; It is affirmed by another party of Proteſtants, 
the Latherans, more exprelly, that Chriſt's body and blood are pre- 
ſent, not only to the worthy. Communicant, but to the coxſecrated 
Symbols ; and whilſt ſo preſent, which is during the action of the 
Lord's Supper, ( z.e. as I conceive them, from the Conlſecration till 
the end of the Communion ) are 70 be adored. 

[ Of which thus Chemnitinzs, Exam. Conc. Trid. part. 2. fell. 13. 
C. 5. Deun & Hominem in Divina & humana natura, in altione 
Cene Dominice vere & ſubſtantialiter preſentem, in ſpiritu & veri- 
tate adorandum, nemo negat ; niſi qui cum Sacramentarits vel negat, 
vel dubitat de preſentia Chriſti in cena. Ibid. Et quidem hu- 
manam etiam ejus naturam, propter unionem cum Divinitate, eſſe ado- 
randam, nemo nift Neitorianus iz dubium vocat. Ita Jacob Gen. 
28. Moſes Exod. 34. Elias 3 Reg. 19. non habebant ſane peculiare 
maxdatum, ut in ills locis Deum adorarent : ſed quia habebant generale 
manadatum ut Deum ubique adorarent, & certi erant Deum ſub exter- 
ns & viſibilibas illis ſymbols were adeſſe, & peculiari modo gratie ſe 
abi patefacere ; certe Deum ipſum, quem ibi preſentem eſſe credebant, 
adorabant.. Nee. vero Denm illi procul in cals Empyreo a ſe remotum 
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 & abſentem, ſed vere preſentem, & quidem peculiari modo gratie 


prefſentem, adoraruat. Thus he. Nor do I knoxy, that che Cal 
viniſts have at any time accuſed their brethren the L»therans of 
Idolatry in fuch a praftice. I find alſo Mr. T»ornzike in the like 
manner clearly maintaining, 1. A preſence of Chriſt's Body with 
the ſ{ymdols, immediately upon Conſecration : and, 2. An Adora-= 
tion due to it. See the former, in Ep1loe.1. 3.c. 2. and, 3. where 
P.17. IT have ſaidenorgh (faith he) ro evidexce the myſtical and 
ſpiritual preſence of the fleſh and blood of Chriſt in the Elements, as 
the Sacrament of the ſame, before airy lan can ſuppoſe that ſp:ritual 
preſence of them to the ſoul, which the eatiag and drinking Chriſt*s 
fleſh and blood ſpiritzally by living Faith importeth, And ſee the 
latter, 1b. G. 30. P. 350. I ſuppoſe ( ſaith he ) that the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt may be adored where-ever they are; and muſt be a=: 
adored by a good Chriſtian, where the cuſtom of the Church, which 4 
Chriſtian, is obliged to communicate with, requires it. =---T his honour 
[2.e. of worſhipping the Boay and Blood of Chriſt ] being the du- 
ty of an affirmative precept, (which, according to the received rule, 
tyes always ; tho' it cannot tye a Man to do the duty always, becauſe he 
then ſhould do nothing elſe : ) what remains but a juſt occaſion to 
make it requiſite, and preſently to take hold and oblige? And « not 
the preſence thereof in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt a juſt occa- 
ſion preſently to expreſs by the bodily aff of Adoration, that inward: 
honour, which we always carry | toward our Lord Chriſt as God? 
Again Pp. 351. MNot to balk that freedom ( ſaith he ) which 
hath carried me to publiſh all this : T do believe that it was ſo pratti- 
ſed and done [4.e. our Lord Chriſt really worſhipp2d 1in- the Eu- 
chariſt ] 2 the ancient Church, and in the ſymbols before receiving ; 
which I maintain from the beginning to have been the true Church of 
Chriſt, obliging all to conform to it in all things within the power of, 
it. I know the conſequence to. be this, That there is no juſt cauſe why: 
7t ſhould not be done at preſent, but that cauſe which juſtifies the re- 
forming of ſome part of the Church without the whole : which, were 4it+ 
taken away, that it | this adoration ] might be done again, and ought- 
ot to be, of it [etf alone, any cauſe of Diſtance [| i. e. between the. 
Churches of Chriſt. ] 

6. It is:granted by Dail in his Apology, c. 11. and in his de+ 
fence of it againſt Chaumont,. 1. That altho' the Reformed of his- 


party, do not believe the preſence of Chriſt's body in theSigns,. yet. 
they eſteem 01 the belief of it ſo criminal, that it obligeth them to break. 


off communion with all thoſe that hold it. So that, .had: the Roman 


Church ao other error, fave. this, they freely confels, it had gies: 
them 
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them no ſufficient cauſe of ſeparating from it : as ( faith he ) ap- 
ears in this, that we tolerate and bear with it in the Lutherans. 
" *Replyto And again, * for the adoration of this Body as lo preſent with the 
| a ſigns, (when indeed it is not fo,) he faith, ——Thaf zt ts only vain 
and unprofitable, and that, as one may ſay, falls to nothing ; being 
deceived not in this, that it makes its addreſſes to an object not adora- 
ble ; but in this only, that miſtaking it, it feeks it, and thinks to em- 
brace it there where it is uot, And c. 12. he alſo freely confeſleth, 
That hai the Church of Rome owly obliged them to worſhip Je- 
{us Chriſt ;z the Sacrament, and not uſed this expreſſion, that the ſer- 
-* Conc. wiceof Latria ought to be rendred to the Holy Sacrament : * ſhe had 
bog (ell. 20 obliged them by this to adore any Creature. Thus he, as it were 
__ conſtrained thereto by the Lutherans Proteſtants Opinion and Pra- 
Ctice, for his retaining their Communion, and freeing them from 
Idolatry. 2. It is granted alſo, A4pol. c. 11. ——That when our 
| Lord was on Earth, a Diſciple's giving divine honours, upon m1- 
ſtake, to another perſon much reſembling him, would be no 
Idolatry. So, ſuppoſing the Conſecrated Hoſt were truly ado- 
rable, granted, that ſhould any one ſee one on the Altar, that 
hapned not to be Conſecrated, and Worſhip it, neither would 
ſuch a perſon be guilty of Idolatry. So he pronounces him blame- 
leſs, that ſhould give the Honour and Service due to his true Prince 
to a Subject, whom, very like, he took for his Prince. Yet that 
a Manichean worſhipping the Sun, miſtaken to be the very ſub- 
ſtance of Chrift, ( ſee S. Auſtin contra Fanſtum |. 12. c. 22. |. 20. 
C. 9.) for Chrift ; or (torepreſent the opinion more refined) wor- 
{ſhipping with divine honours not the Sun, but only Chriſt in the 
Sun, he could not in this be excuſed from Idolatry. And, that that 
which diſtinguiſhes theſe caſes, and renders them ſo different, is, 
not a good intention to worſhip only him that is truly God, or 
Chriſt ; nor the opinion and belief Men have, that the Obje&t they 
worſhip is truly ſuch ; for this good intention (as he in that Chap- 
ter, and other Reformed Writers, and among others Dr. Sz:llingfleer, 
copioully-preſs) is common to the worſt of Idolaters, as to the reft - 
but the error or ignorance of the Judginent, from which flows this 
miſtaking practice; as that is perverlly afeited and culpable, or - 
wocent and excuſable. Of which thus he, Ibid. —— I maintain, 
that ignorance excnfſeth here when it is involuntary ; when the [ub- 
Jeet [I add, or the preſence of it ] we miſtake in, is ſo concealed, 
that whatever deſire we have, or pains we take, to find out the truth, 
zt is not poſſible for ns to diſcover it. But there, where the igns- 


rance of the Object [ or of its preſence ] proceeds not from the _ 
Cle 


UMI 


UMI 


Concerning the Adoration of the Eucharijt. 


ſcarity or difficulty of the thing, but from the malice or negligence of 
the perſon ; this us ſo far from excuſtng, that it aggravates our fault. 
Thus he excuſes one that ſhould have adored a perſon much re- 
ſembling our Lord,. or an unconſecrated Hoſt, ——becauſe no paſſion 
or negligence of his cauſed ſuch a miſtake : -——but not thoſe who wor 
ſhipped the Sun for Chriſt, | or Chriſt in the Sun; ] becauſe 
( faith he ) the ignorance of ſuch people is viſibly affected and wvolunta- 
ry, ariſing from their fault only, and not from the obſcurity of the things 
they are iznoraxt in. Nor fo Roman Catholicks in their wor- 
{ſhipping the Sacrament for Chriſt ; becauſe ( ſaith he ) the erroy 
proceeds entirely from their geſfon, and not azy thing from :broad, 
C Thus he, clearing fuch actions from Idolatry, where the error 
of the judgment is no way perverſe, voluntary, and culpable. ] 

Having hitherto ſhewed you ſeveral Conceſſions of Proteſtants, 
and having urged none here from any of them, but ſuch as I think 
all will, or in reaſon ought, to admit; next I proceed to examine, 
what it is that 1n this matter Catholicks do maintain, 


T7 


1. And firſt, Catholicks affirm in the Euchariſt, after the Con- $5. 5; 
ſcration, a gz or ſymbol to remain ſtill diſtin& ; and having a 4ſeriiore. 


diverſe exiſtence from: that of the thing ſignified, or from Chriſ?s 
Body contained in, or under it. [See Corc. Trident. ſeſſ. 13. c. 3. 
Hoc eſſe commune Euchariſtie cum aliis Sacramentis, ut ſit ([ymbo- 
lum rei ſatre, & wviſibilis forma inviſubilis gratie. By which for= 


ma viſibilis (as Bellarmia expounds it, de Euchariſt. 4. 1.6. c.) is. 


meant the ſpecies of the Elements, not the Body of Chriſt. — So 
Bellarmin, Euchar. 2.1.15.c. Etiam poit conſecrationem ſþecies pa= 
nis & wini ſunt ſigna corporis &  ſanguinis Chriſti 71 revera ex- 
7ſtentinm. 
accidentia abeſſent, nullum eſſjet in Enchariitia ſignuum ſenſibile ; pro- 


inde xullum eſſet Sacramentum. So Eſtins in 4.1ent. 1. diſt. 3. $. 


Euchariſtia conſtat ex pane, tanquam materia quadam partim tran- 
ſeunte, partim remanente ; tranſeunte quidem ſecundum ſubſtantiam ; 
remanente vero ſecundum accidentia, in quibus tota ſubſtantie vis & 
operatio nihilominus perſeverat, Hence they allow of that expreſ- 
hon of Trenews, 4.1. 34. c. where he faith, Euchariſtiam ex 
duabus rebus, terrena & celeſti, compoſitam effe,. And of S. Gregory, 


dial..g. l. 58. c. In hoc myſterio ſummaimis ſociari : terrena celeſtibus 


Jungi : unum ex viſibilibus ac inviſibiltbus fieri, ] - So that tho” theſe 
{ymbols and Chritt's Body may be ſaid to, make nnum aggregatum ; 
yet, if this be only the feczes or accidents of the Bread and Wine 


chat remains, theſe cannot be ſaid to have any inherence 1n this . 


Body of Chriit, (tho? it is true oa the .other 1lide that, being ac- 


cidents. - 


And 3.1. 22. c. Accidentia remanent; quia (i etiam. 
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cidents only, they cannot be ſaid to make a diſtint ſuppoſitum 
from it;) or, it a ſubſtance remain, this cannot be ſaid to have 
any hypoſtatical union (or to make one ſuppoſitum) with our 
Lord's Divinity or Humanity, as our Lord's Humanity hath ſuch 
an union with his Divinity. From which it is obſerved by Dr. 
Taylor ( Real Preſence, p. 336.) That therefore ſtill there is the 
leſs reaſon for Roxaniſts to give any Divine worſhip (as he faith 
they do) to the ſymbols. Far therefore are Catholicks from 
granting ( what a late Author * pretends they do, but that which 
he alledgeth no way ſhews it ) as great an hypoſtatical union be- 
tween Chriſt and the Sacrament, as between the Divine and Hu- 
mane Nature. 

This external.{ign or ſymbol they alſo affirm to be a/l that of the 
Bread and Wine that is perce/ved by any ſenſe. And tho? after ſuch 
Conlecration the ſubſtance of the Bread and Wine is denicd to re- 
main yet 15 /ubſtaxce here taken in ſuch a ſenſe, as that neither the 
hardneſs nor ſoftneſs, nor the frangibility, nor the favour, nor the 
odour, nor the nutritive virtue of the Bread, - nor nothing viſible, 
nor tangible, or otherwiſe JREy by any ſenſe, are involved 
in it. Of which ſigns alſo they predicate many things, which 
they will by no means allow to be properly {aid of, or at leaſt to be 
received in, or effe&ted by, or upon Chrift's Body, now immortal 
and utterly impaſſible. So ſapere, digeri, nutrire, confortare, corpo- 
raliter ; and again, frangi dentibus, comburi, rodi a brutis animali- 
bus, and whatever other things may be named (excepting only 
thoſe attributes, which in general are neceſſary to indicate the pre- 
ſence of Chriſt's Body to us with the ſpecies whilſt integre ; as the 
local poſitions, «/ewar:, recond;, ore recipi, &c. ) they apply to theſe 
ſymbols that remain ; not to Chrizfs Body which is indiviſibly 
there. ——Chriſt us vere in ſacramento exiſtens nullo modo Ledi poteſt ; 
on caait in terram, | 1d enim proprie cadit { ſaith he ) quod cor- 
poraliter movetur ; /o a/ſo, anima non cadit, ] ox teritrr, non 
roditur, non putreſcit, non crematur : illa enim ( laith Bellarmin * ) 
in ſpeciebus iſtis recipinntur, ſed Chriſtum non afficiunt. 

2. Concerning Adoration of the Sacrament, they affirm the 
word Sacrament, not to be taken always in the ſame ſenſe; but ſome- 
times to be uſed to {ignity only the exterzal ſigns or ſymbols ; ſome- 
times only the res Sacramentz, or the thing contained under them, 
which 1s the much more principal part thereof. And, as Proteſtants 
much preſs, fo Catholicks willingly acknowledge, a great difference 
between theſe two, the worſhipping of the Sacrament, as this word 
15 taken tor the ſymbols, and the worihipping of Chri#'s Body in 
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the Sacrament. Now as the word Sacrament is taken for the Sym- 
bols, they acknowledge a certain inferior cult and veneration due 
thereto, asto other holy things, the holy Chalices, the holy Gol- 
pels, the holy Croſs, &c. of which Veneration much hath been ſpoken 
in the Diſcourſe of Tmages, F. 42. &c. but they acknowledge no ſu- 
preme or divine Adoration due to the Sacrament, as taken in this 
{enſe for the Symbols ; but only to our Lord's Body and Blood, and 
ſo to our Lord himſelf as preſent in.this Sacrament, or with theſe 
Symbols. [ So that be theſe Symbols of what latitude you will, ei- 
ther larger, as the Lutheraz believes ; or ſtraiter, as the Catholicks 
ſay they are ; or be they not only theſg, but the ſubſtance of bread 
alſo under them, as Catholicks believe it is not-: yet neither thoſe 
ſpecies, nor this ſubſtance, have any divine Adoration given or ac- 
knowledged due to them at all ; no more than this ſubſtance of 
bread, believed there by the Lutherans, yet hath from them any 
ſuch Adoration given to it. ] | 
[ That Catholicks thus by Adoration of the Sacrament with La S.'12; 
tria only underſtand that of the res Sacramenti, the Adoration - of 
Chriſt's Body and Blood in the Sacrament, ſee Coxe. Tr:id. ſefs. 13. 
'<. 5. Omnes Chriſti fideles, pro more in Catholica Eccleſia ſemper 
recepto, latrie cultum, qui vero Deo debetur, huic ſanttiſſimo Sacra- 
mento in veneratione exhibeant. Neque enim ideo minus eſt ado- 
randum, quod fuerit a Chriſto Domino, ut ſumatur, inſtitutum ; nam 
lum eundem Deum praſentem in eo adeſſe credimus, quem Pater 
eternus introducens in orbem terrarum dicit , Et adorent eum omnes 
Angeli Det : quem Magi procidentes adorauverunt. Where, tho' 
the Council uſeth the expreſſion of exhibiting /atrie cultum Sacra- 
mento ; yet that this cultus latrie is not applied to rhe Sacrament, 
as it implies the Sign or Symbol, but only the thing ſignified, 
both the words joined to it, qui vero Deo debetur, ( which ſigni- 
Hes the Council maintains that to be God they gave this cultus {a- 
trieto) and the explication annexed, Nam i/lum eunden Denum, &Cc. 
may ſufficiently convince to any not obſtinately oppoſite. Nei- 
ther do thoſe words 1aterpoled, —— Veque enim ideo[ Sacramentum | 
— minus eſt adorandum,quod fuerit a Chriſto Domino, ut ſumatur, inftitt- 
zum, any way crols ſuch a ſenſe, as a late Author * too confidently , ,,... 
preſſeth, ſaying, ——That by Sacrament here the Council muſt un- fect, rom. 
aerſt and the Elements or Accidents as the immediate term-of that divine Holc.2.F. 
worſhip, or elſe the latter words [ i. e. quod fuerit a Domino inſtitu- 7 ®: 577: 
tuin ut ſumatur j ſignify nothing at all. For what (ſaith he) was 
that, which was inſtituted by the Lord as a Sacrament ? was it not 


the external and wiſivle Signs, or Elements ? why do th-y urge, a 
rice 
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the Sacrament ought not the leſs to be adored, becauſe it was to be 
taken, but to take of the common objeftion, That we ought not to 
give divine worſhip to that which we eat ? And what can this have 
reſpect to, but the Elements ? Thus argues he. When as he might 
know, that the Fathers of Trent, who faid this, do hold, the 


chief thing inltituted and exhibited in the Sacrament to be, not 


I. 13. 


the Elements, but Chriſt's Body ; and ipſum corpus Domini to be 
alſo orally both taken and eaten, (tho' not modo natural carnis or 
corporis ) as well as the Elements, according to our Lord's expreſs 
words, . Accipite, Manducate, Hoc eff Corpus meum, [ 1.6. quod mandu- 
catis: ] and when-as he might know alſo, that the. occaſion of ad- 
ding this clauſe. was in oppoſition to a party of Luther's followers, 
who, . granting Chriſt's Body preſent with the Symbols, and yer 
denying Adoration, faid for it, that our Lord's Body [ not the Sym- 
bol ] was preſent there, oz ut adoretur, ſed ut ſumatur. And Catvin 
alſo ſaith ſome ſuch thing, 1»ſtitur. 1. 4. c. 17.4. 35. urging, there 
was no {uch mandate for Adoration, 2. e. of Chriſt's Body, of which 
he was formerly ſpeaking ; but that our Lord commanded only, 
accipite, manducate, bibite, guo (faith he) accipt [ or ſum, if you 
will ] Sacramentum, non 4adorart jubet : meaning Sacramentum 1n re- 
htion to Corpws Domini ; elſe he ſaid nothing. to the purpoſe 
of his former Diſcburſe. And it may be conlider'd here alſo, that 
not only the Council of Trext, but no Schoolman at all (ſome of 
which are thought uncautious in their expreſſions about Adoration 
of Images, and conſequently of the holy Symbols in the Eucharitt ; 
nor is any Catholick accountable for them ) takes the boldnels to 
give cultrs latriz (qui vero Deo debetur, as the Council ſaith here) to 
the Elements, without annexing ſome qualification of a coadoratio, 
per accidens, improprie, ſicut weſtes Regis adorantur cum Rege, Or ut Rex 
veſtitus adoratur, yet without our mental notion at fuch a time 
ſtripping him of his Garments. Therefore neither can the Council 
here be rationally preſumed to ſpeak of the Symbols, when 1t uſeth 
no ſuch qualifications. 

But, to put this matter out of all doubt, the Definition of this 
Council in the 6:h. Canon ( more than which is not required to be 
profeſſed by any Son of the Rowan Church ) is this: Sz quis 
dixerit in ſantto Enuchariſte Sacramento Chriſtum unigenitum Det 
Filium non eſſe cultu latrie etiam externo adorandum, ejus 
Adoratores eſſe Idololatras, Anathema ſit. Concerning which, and 
ſome other paſſages in this Council, in comparing the Chapters 
with the Canons, Franciſcus a [anita Clara, Emchiridion of Faith 
Dial. 3. y. 18. judicioully obſerves, That altho' Catholick faith, 
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* as to the ſubſtance, us declared in the Chapters, ( as indeed it is, ) yet 


according to this we are obliged only ſub anathemate to that form of 
expreſſion which is defined in the Canons. 1. Becauſe the Chapters 
are not framed in the ſtile of Conciliary Definitions, with Anathema's, 
aud the like. 2. Becauſe the Canons (where the very form is exceed- 
ing exact ) ſometimes differ from the manner of expreſſion in the 
Chapters, 2 order to the ſame matter : As ſell. 6. of Juſtification ; 
Canon 11. azd Chapter 7. alſo ſell. 13. of the Sacrament of the 
Euchariſt ; Canon 6. Chapter 5. axd elſewhere : yet ſub anathemate 
all muſt ſtand to the Canons ; and therefore muſt expound the Chapters 
by them. See more in the Author. 

Soave allo, /. 4. p. 343. 1n his cenſure of this x 3th. Seſſion, tho* 
he ſaith magiſerially enough in oppoſition to a Council, That 
the manner of ſpeech uſed in the 5th. point of Dofrine, ſaying, That 
divine worſhip was due to the Sacrament, was zoted alſo for im- 
proper ; ſince it is certain, that the thing ſignifyed or contained is not 
meant by the Sacrament, but the thing ſignifying or containing. | But 
what Catholick will grant him this, that Sacrament includes not 
both ; or, of the two, not more principally the thing contained in, 
or joined with the Symbols ? ] Yet he obſerves, ——That it was 
well correfted in the 6th. Canon, which ſaid, That the Son of God 
ought to be worſhipped in the Sacrament, See the ſame obſerved 
alſo by Grotins in Apolog. Rivet Diſcuſſ. p. 79. where alſo he notes 
Bellarmin's forequoted paſlage.: That the Controverſy between Ca 
tholicks ad Lutherans 2x their ſaying, The Sacrament, or Chriſt in 
the Sacrament, was tobe worſhipped, was ozly in modo loquendi:: 
To which nothing is replied by Rzwet i Diab Diſcaſſionts, but the 
matter there, as alſo in his Apologeric, paſſed over in filence. Add 
to Grotius what Mr. Thornaike diſcourſeth in defence of the expref- 
ſion of worſhipping the Sacrament, Epilog. 3.1. 30.C. p. 352. 1con- 
feſ's it is not ( neceſſarily ) the ſame thing taworſbip Chriſt in the Sa- 
crament of the Euchariſt, as to worſhip the Sacrament of the Euchariſt. 
Tet in that ſenſe, which reaſon of it ſelf juſtifies, it is. For the Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt, by reaſon of the nature thereof, us neither the vi- 
fible ſpecies, nor the inviſible Grace of Chrift”s body and blood ; but the 
anion of both by virtue of the promiſe ; in regard whereof ---- both con- 
cir to that which we call the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, -==- by the pro- 
miſe which the Inftitution thereof contatneth. If this be rightly under- 
ood, then to worſhip the Sacrament of the Euchari#, is to worſhip 
Chri#t in the Sacrament of the Eucharift, Thus he. 
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This in vindication of the Council. And Bellarmize explains x, 14. 


Ii mſelt in the ſame manner as the Council, in his Apology to King 
Wa James, 
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James, Inter nupera dogmata ponit [Rex] adorationem Sacramenti Fu-- 
chariſtie, 1. e. [as Catholicks underſtand and explain it} adorationem: 
Chrifti Domini miro, ſed vero, modo preſentis. To which - Biſhop. 
Anarews replies : Qais et hos dederit ? Sacramento z. e, Chriſti 
in Sacramento. Imo Chriftus ipſe Sacramenti res in Sacramento- 
adorandus:eft, Rex autem Chriftum in Euchariftia were praſen- 
tem, vere & adorandum fHatuit, | Thus far then the King, Bi- 
{hop, and Cardinal are agreed ] Again, de Euchari#tia |, 4. C.. 
29. 
wif, An- Chriſtus in Euchariſtia fit adorandus cultu-latriz ? And, 
as it were to avoid offence, when he comes to treat on this ſub- 
ject, de Emchar. 4.1.c. 29. he pretixeth the Title to it, not De 
adoratione, but De weneratione hujus Sacramenti: And in it faith 
that ——Nullus Catholicus eft qui doceat, Ipſa [ymbola externa per 
fe & proprie efſe adoranda cult latriz,. fed ſolum veneranda cults. 
quodam minore. 

. Of this DotQtrine of Catholicks Biſhop Fortes gives this teſtimo-- 
ny, l. 2. c. 2.9.9. In Euchariſtia mente diſcernendum eſſe Chri- 
fſtum a viſibilt ſigno docent Romanenſes ; & Chriſtum quidem ado- 
randum eſſe non tamen Sacramentum : quia ſpecies ille ſunt res 
create, &C. neque ſatis eſt [ 1.6; to give them divine worſhip ] 
quod Chriſtus {us lis ſit : quia etiam Deus eſt in Anima tanquam. 
in Templo ſuo ; & tamen adoratur Deus, non Anima ; ut ait Suares 


- 3. Tom. 79. queſt. 8. art. _- 65. 9.1: Ando Spalaterſis |. 7. 


C. II. N. 7. Nam peque noſtri [ 1. e. Catholicks ] dicunt ſpecies 
panis & wini, hoc eſt, accidentia illa eſſe adoranda : ſed dicunt cor- 
pus Chriſti verum & reale, quod ſub illis ſpeciebus latet, debere ado- 
rari. When then the Romany Church, ſpeaking of ſupreme 
Adoration, explains her language of adoring the Sacrament, to mean 
only adoring Chriſt's Body, and ſo Chritt as preſent there ; and 
not adoring any other thing whatever ( ſubſtance, or accident ) 
that 1s —_ there, or that is alſo included in the word Sacra- 
»ent : that accuſation, which her uſing ſuch language of adoring 
the Sacrament can ſeemingly _ her to, is at the moſt, . not of an. 
error, but an improper expreſſion. But the propriety of language 
dutifu] Sons ought to learn from, not teach, their Mother ; who 
alſo ſpeaks that which hath deſcended to her from former times. 
Neither will it follow from Catholicks uſing the word Sacrament 
preciſely in this ſenſe, excluſively to any other matter ſave Chrilt's 
Body, that therefore one may uſe the word Sacramezt promiſcu- 
oully for Chriſt's Body, in what reſpect ſoever we ſpeak of it ; and, 
as . well or as properly ſay, that the Sacrament, . meaning CR 
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Quicquid fit de modo loquenidi, . ftatus Queftionis non eſt, 
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Body, 1s-m the Heavens at God's right hand, or was on the Croſs, 
or the. like. For tho' [ Sacrament | thus applied involves no other 
{ſubject or thing at all but Chriſt's Body ; yet it cozotes, belides it, 
the place or manner of its preſence ; ſignifying this Body only as 
preſent in the Myſteries ; not 4sa term adequate to, and convertible 
with 1t, being 1n whatever time and place. | 

I think theſe Teſtimonies produced both out of the Council of, ; «; 
Trent, andother Catholick Authors, and alſo oat of Prote#arnts con. © 
teſting ſo much of them, do- ſhow ſufficiently the great extrava-» 

ncy of thoſe Proteſtant Authors who tei! their Readers, that the 
itate of this controverſy is not, Whether Chri#*s Body,. and ſo Chriſt 
1a the Sacrament be adorable with ſupreme Honours ? but whe- 
ther the Sacramext, and then by Sacramezt are pleaſed to unders 
{ſtand the Symbols? and then, to confute the DoCtrine of Rowe, ar- 
gue, that no Creature, as the Symbols are, is capable.of Divine Ho» 
nour. The ſtate of the Controverſy ( ſaith a late Writer of 
theirs * ) is , Whether proper Divine Worſhip in the time of res * Stilling- 
ceiving- the Euchariſt may. be given to the Elements on the account ry Rom. 
of a Corporal Preſence of Chriſt under them? And againſt it he 17> 
affirms, That ſuppoſing the divine Nature preſent in any thing 
gives n0 ground upon that account. to give the ſame worſhip to the 
thing wherein he is preſent, as T do to Chriſt himſelf... So Biſhop 
Aradrews, Rex Chriſtum in Emuchariſtia were adorandum ſtatuit, 
at non Sucramentum, terrenam ſcilicet partem. And Nos 
in myſteriis carnem Chriſti adoramus,  Sacramentum | 1. e. the 
Symbols ] xulli adoramms. So Dr. Taylor, ( Real Preſence p. 
335.) The Commandement. to Worſhip God alone ts P expreſs ; 
the diſtance between God and Bread dedicated to the ſervice is [5 
vaſt, that, if it had been intended that we ſhould have Worſhip- 
ped the H. Sacrament, the H. Scriptures would have called it Goa, os 
Jeſus Chriſt. And Diſſwaſwe F. 5. p. 76. he affirms the Church 
of Rome ta give Divine Honour to the Symbols. or Elements, 
and ſo to a Creature the. due. and incommunicable propriety of 
God. So they vainly alſo undertake to ſhew, that the Primt- 
tive Church did not terminate their Adoration upon the Ele. 
ments ; that the Fathers, when they ſpeak of worſhip, ſpeak of 
worſhipping the Fleſh of Chriſt in the Myſteries, or Symbols ; not 
of worſhipping the Myſteries or Symbols. Theſe, I ſay, are great 
extravagances :. whilit the Rowan Church owns or impoales no 
{uch Doctrine of Divine Adoration-due. to the Elements, and the 
true Controverſy on their ſide is only this; 1. Whether the 


Body and Blood of Chriſt, preſcinding from whatever Symbol is os 
may 
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may be there, is adoreable, as being preſent in the Sacrament with 
theſe ſymbols? (This is affirmed by Catholzicks : more than this 
needs not beſo;) And, 2. Whether the Adoration of Chriſt”s Bo- 
dy, and ſo of Chriſt as preſent, if it ſhould not be ſo, will amount 
to Iavlatry ? 

| If we here make a further enquiry into the'Schoolmen concern- 
ing the Adoration or Veneration due to the __ they ſtate 


the ſame toward them as toward Images, the ſacred Utenſils, the 


H. name of Je/zs, and other Holy things. -Omres ( faith Vaſquez, 
in 3. Thom. tom. 1. diſp. 108. c. 12.) eodem modo de ſpeciebus Sa- 
cramenti, quo de Imaginibus , philoſophari debent. And then of 
Images we know the Definition of the Secovd Council of Nice re- 
ferred to by Trext —— nos latria. And for what they {ay of Ima- 
ces I refer you to the preceding Diſcourſe on them, $. 42, &c. It 
is true,. that ſome of the later Schoolmen (to defend the expreſſions 
of ſome of the former) have endeavoured to ſhow how a latrical, 
qualified, ſecondary co-adoration may zmproprie or per atciucns be 
{aid to be given to the ſymbols alſo, as ſactamentally joyned with 
our Lord's Body, and as this body is as it were veſted with them ; 
{uch as, ſay they, when Chriſt was adored here on Earth, was 


given alſo to his Garments, z.e. without making in the att of 


worſhip a mental ſeparation of his Perſon from his Cloths ; as 
Bellarmin explains it, de Enchar. 1 4.c. 29. ——Neque enim (faith 
he) jubebant Chriſtum weſtibus nudart antequam adorarent ; ant 
animo & cogitatione ſeparabant a wveſtibus cum adorarent ; ſed ſim- 
pliciter Chriſtum, ut tunc ſe habebat, adorabant : tametſi ratio ado- 
randi non erant weſtes, imo nec ipſa Humanitas, ſed ſola Div:;itas. 
Or do allow the giving of the external ſign of Latria to thum : 
as Bowing to, Kiſſing, Embracing them ; but this without any 


the leaſt internal at of /atria, or any other honour or ſubmiſſion 


direted to them, which ſuch inanimate things are uncapable of; 
as Vaſquez explains it ; who is ſo prodigal of this extcrnal ſign 
of honour, after he hath ſtript it of any internal /aria, or other 
worſhip whatever that may accompany it ; that he allows this 
external ſign not only to all Holy things, but to any Creature 
whatever, (in our inward adoration mean-whil: only of God, ) 
upon the general relation they have to him. But indecd {ſuch an 
abſtraftion of the external ſign, from an internal honour or re- 
{ſpect ( as other Catholicks cenſure his opinion ) makes theſe out- 
ward geſtures, without any mental intention attending them as to 
{ſuch object, like thoſe of a Puppet or Engine, utterly inſignificant : 
and ſo Vaſquez, inſtead of communicating the /atria to Images, 

to 
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to the Symbols, to other Holy things, ſeems, in the judgment of 
others, to allow them no honour or veneration at all ; and fo, in 
ſeeming to ſay too much, to ſay too little ; which hath been more 
largely diſcourſed before, Of Images F. 42. &c. Anda late Author * * $:il;ng-” 
might have done well, in mentioning this Author's Opinion, to f** Rem. 
have given alſo a true relation of it, affirming only an external OT 
ſign of honour given to the creature void of any internal the 
leaſt reſpect to them; Ita ut tota mentis intentio in Exemplar, 
03 in Imagine [ or, Deum,. non Creaturam ] feratur : which 
would eaſily have taken away all that malignity he faſtens upon it. . 
This for Vaſquez. And as for Bellarmin's adoration improprie and 
per accidens, Biſhop Forbes tells us 7. 2. c.2. 4. 11.. Sententia i#ta- 
Bellarmini plurimis Dottoribus Romanenſibus diſplicet. And Bellay- 
mix himſelt, as appears by the former citations, waving theſe School 
diſputes, tells us, ——Szatus QueFionis non et niſi, An Chriſtus 
in Euchariſtia ſit adorandus ? z.e. no more is defined, decided, im-- 
poſed on Chriſtians faith by the Church, than this: nor more needs 
be deſputed with, or maintained againſt, Proteſtants, than this. 
[ This in the 24, place from $. 11. Of Catholicks profeſling their - 
Adoration with divine worſhip of Chriſt, only wed in the Sa-- 
crament with the Symbols, not of the Symbols ; 'or, not, of the Sa- 
crament, if taken for the Symbols. 7] 

31y. Therefore alſo Catholicks ground their Adoration ( a thing xs, 17: 
Candinal Perron much inſiſts upon in his Reply to King James ) 
not on Tranſubitantiation, ( tho' both Tranſubſtantiation and Con- 
ſubſtantiation involve it ; ſo that, either of theſe maintained, Ado- 
ration neceſſarily follows) as if, Tranſubſtantiation defeated, Ado- 
ration is ſo too ; but oz a Real Preſence with the Symbols ; which in 
general is agreed on by the Lutheraz together with them. Which 
Adoration they affirm due, with all the ſame circumſtances where- 
with it is now performed, tho' Chriſt's Body were preſent with the 
Symbols, neither as under the accidents of Bread, as they ſay; 
nor under the ſubſtance of Bread, as the Lutheran ſaith ; but, tho* 
after ſome other unknown manner, diſtinct from both : and if 
they were convinced of the error of Tranſubſtantiation, and of the 
truth of the preſence of the ſubltance of the Bread unchanged ; 
yet as long as not confutel in the point of Real Preſexce, they 
would never the leſs for this continue to adore the {elf ſame Object, 
as now, in the {elf ſame place, namely, the Body of Chrift fill 
preſent there with the Symbols, and therefore there adorable ; 
tho? preſent after another manner than they imagined. Sce the 


argument of Barnefius a Roman Writer apud Forbeſ. |. 2. C. 2.9.12. 
| Corpres 
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Concerning the Adoration of the Enchari#t. 
Corpus Chriſti eſt cum pane wel permanente, vel tranſeunte, uno 


wel alio modo, & per conſequens non eſt idololatria adorare Chri- 
ſtum ibi in Euchariſtia realiter preſentem. See in Conc. Trid. 


: T3. 9.6. 5. the reaſon immediately following the requiring of Ado- 


ration, ——Nam illumeundem Deum preſentem in eo [ 1.e. Sacramen- 


to ] adeſſe credimus, quem Pater introducens in orbem terrarum diit, 


Et adorent eum, &c. 

If therefore the Rozwa» Church enjoyns theſe three : x. To be- 
lieve Chriſt”s Corporal preſence in the Sacrament. 2. Tobelieve ſuch 
preſence by way of Tranſubſtantiation. 3. To adore Chriſt as being 
there preſent : It follows not that ſhe enjoyns the third in order 
to the ſecond : but may only; in order to the firſt ; as the firſt be- 
ing ( without the ſecond ) a ſufficient ground thereof. Neither 
can I, disbelieving the ſecond, yet believing the firſt, refuſe obe- 
dience to the third, that is, to worſhip the ſame object in the ſame 
place, as thoſe do who alſo believe the ſecond; and in my belie- 
ving both the firſt and the ſecond, yet may I nevertheleſs ground 
the third only on that, which is by Chriſtians more generally a- 
greed on; . and ſtill worſhip out of no other intention, after Tran- 
ſubſtantiation believed, than TI did before I believed it ( when on- 
ly I held in generala corporal preſence) or than others do; who, 
believing a Real preſence, do not yet believe Tranſubſtantia- 
ti0n. 

4. Letus, then, not granting it, ſuppoſe Tranſubſtantiation an 
error ; yet if the tenent of Corporal or Real preſence {( as held by 
the Lutherans, or others ) be true, Catholicks plead, their Adoration 
i yo way fruſtrated, but ſtill warrantable, and to be continued. 

5/y. Suppole not only Tranſubftantiation, but Real preſence an 
error, and the Lnutherazy and the Roman Catholick both miſtaken ; 


| yet there can be xo pretence why theſe later, in ſuch Adoration, 


( grounded by both on Real preſence with the Symbols) will zot be 
as excuſable from Idolatry as the other. For, thus far theſe two Par- 
ties agree : 1. That Chriſt # corporally preſent : 2. That he may be 
1w0Y, | ( : 3. That zo other there but He may be worſhipped ; not 
Bread, nor any other meer creature : 4. 'That zothing wiſible in the 
Sacrament i He, or his Body; which is preſent only inviſibly, with- 
out any thing viſible, inhering, or appertaining to it, as the ſub- 
ject thereof. They difter only about the manner of the preſence of 
this inviſible Subſtance. The one ſaith, ir is there together with 
the Bread; the orher ſaith there, inſtead of the Bread, and the 
Bread away ; a thing alſo to God poſſible, for any thing we know. 
The one faith, he is there both under the ſubſtance and accidents 

of 
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of Bread ; the other, there under the accidents only of the bread. 
Now, whilſt both worſhip the ſame ObjeCt in the ſame place, and 
veiled with the ſame ſenſible accidents, if the one adoring him as 
being under the ſubſtance of bread, ( he not being there) are freed 
from any Idolatry in ſuch worſhip; the other adoring him as be- 
ing under the accidents of bread, ( he not being there ) cannot be 
made hereby Idolaters : ſince they ſay, and freely profeſs, that, if 
his body be not there, under thoſe appearances, but the ſame ſub- 
ſtance {till under them which was formerly ;- then they confels it a 
creature, and renounce all adoration of it. | 

Whereas therefore it 1s objected, That the ſubſtance of bread 
only being in that place, where they ſuppoſe Chriſt's Body, and 
not any Bread, to be, therefore in worſhipping the thing in that 
place, they worſhip bread ; this were a right charge, if they afhr- 
med, that they worſhipped the ſubſtance that is in that place un- 
der ſuch accidents whatever it be : but this none fay ; but, that 
they worſhip it only upon ſuppoſition that it is Chriſt's Body, and 
not bread, and that for this ſuppoſitioa they have a rational 
ground, ( of which by and by. ) Now, ſaying they worſhip it, be- 
cauſe it 1s ſo, is ſaying, if it be not ſo, they intend no worſhip to 1t. 
He that faith, I give divine Adoration to that which is under the 
ſpecies of Bread, becauſe believed by me, or, if you will, certainly 
known by me (but he, indeed, miſtaking) to be Chriſt's Body, and 
ſo Chriſt preſent, is yet far from ſaying, I worſhip whatever is 
under the ſpecies of Bread, whether it be Ehril's Body or no. And 
he that ſaith theater of theſe, if bread happen to be there, is wil- 
lingly granted an apmazþ©- ; but not ſo the former. 

Daitle, as it much concerns him, excuſeth a Lutheranadoring up- 
on a fallly ſuppoſed real or corporal preſence of our Lord, from any 
Idolatry, for this reaſon : Becauſe, ſaith he, * ſuch adoration is * 1. Reply 
miſt aken not in this, ——that it adareſſeth it ſelf to an Objett not ado- ,, _ 
rable, but only that by error it ſeeks and thinks to. enjoy it in a place © 
where it is not, and ſo he ſaith it becomes ouly vain and unprofitable, &c. 
as is ſaid before 9. 8, The ſame therefore mult he allow to 
Catholicks, it meaning nothing more by their Language of Adora- 
zio Sacramenti than Chriſti in Sacramento ; as hath been ſhewed 
before F. 12. &c. that they donot : and that the contention about 
this is a meer Logomachy; and that they alſo, as the others, 
ground their Adoration not on Tranſubſtantiation, but Corporal 
Preſence. | | | 

As for Cofterius, or perhaps ſome other Roman Writers, that ſay, S- 20- 


it Tranſubſtantiation [where alſothey muſt mean, or a Corporal Pre- 
[ ſence, 
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ſence, ſome other way ] were not true, the Idolatry of Heathens is. | 


much more excuſable, than of Chriſtians, that worſhip a bit of 
bread : they do not, or at leaſt are not neceſſitated to grant 
the conſequence neceſſary, thar, if Tranſubſtantiation or Corpo- 
ral Preſence fail, then they muſt adore the bread; which bread 
mean while they deny alſo to be there: no more than Proteſtants 
do or think themſelves neceſſitated to grant this conſequence, That 
if Conſubſtantiation or Corporal Preſence fail, then the Lutherans 


do adore the Bread ; which bread alſo tho* the Lytherans affirm to- 


be there, yet do other Proteſtants deny that the Lutherans worſhip. 
But Coftexus, and others, only maintain. this :. That,, ſuppoſing that 
which is impoſed upon. them, vz. that Catholicks, it there be no 


Tranſubſtantiation, do worſhip a bit of bread ; the Heathen Ido- 


latry,, in their worſhipping a golden. or ſilver Image, or ſome li- 
ving creature, &c. would be tar more tolerable, and more noble. 
Shewing by this- (as Dr. Taylor expreſſeth it, Liberty of Propheſying, 
P+- 258. ) That they are ſo far from worſhipping the bread in ſuch 


eaſe, that themſelves profeſs it to be Tdolatry to do ſo.;' and intending, 
by advancing this fault the higher, the more to make appear the impoſ-- 
ſibility.of ſuch an error, its for ſo many hundred years poſſeſſing the UV- 


miverſal Church of Chriſt, affifted by our Saviour to the end of the 
World, and the Pillar of Truth : and thinking the greatneſfi of this 
erime a good argument of the'Churches innocency therein ;, whilſt per- 
haps, in ſome ſmaller matters, ſhe might be liable to.a miſtake. Fo 
believe ( ſaith Mr. Thorndike, Epilog. 3.1. 3o. C. p. 353.) that 
# hath been ſaid by great Dottors of the Church of Rome, that they 
ant needs think an 1" aug Idolaters, if they could think that the 
Elements are not aboliſhed: That ſhews with what confidence they 


would have the World apprehend, that they hold their opinion ; but- 


wot,. that the conſequence us true ; unleſs that which I have'ſaid be 
reprovable. And again, in Juſt weights C. 19. When they ſay 
they muſt be flat Idolaters, if the Elements be there, zeal to their opt= 
ion makes them ſay more than they ſhould ſay. —— Laftly, If Co- 

r1 ſaith, that Tranſubſtantiation failing, Catholicks. do wor- 
ſhip the bread, Bellarmin de Excha, |. 4. c. 30. and others, fay 
juſt the contrary, arguing thus concerning a Catholick's worſhip- 
ping an unconſecrated Hoſt, which is nothing but bread, —— Ado- 
ratio ex intention? [ 1. e. ſuch as is rationally grounded |] potef/1zmum 
perdet. Quare qui  talem ] panem adorat, quod certo.credat n0n 
eſſe panem ſed Chriſtum,. is proprie & formaliter Chriſtum aderat, nou 
paneyw., Which may as well be faid of an Hoſt conſecrated, that 


& not Tranſubſtantiated { when the adorer upon probable grounds 
| believes. 
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believes it to be ſo, ) but remains ſtill bread, ut hun: panem 
 adorat, quod certo credat non efſe panem, ſed Chriſtum, #s proprie & 
fermaliter Chriſtum adorat, #0» payem. And the ſame, much-what, 
as by. Bellarmin, 1s laid by Dr. Hammond, Diſc. of 1dolatry, h. 64. 
That, ſuppoſing their error be grounded on an honeſt and blameleſs maſ- 
wder ſtanding of Scripture, it is, tho' material, yet perhaps in them 
not formal Idolatry ; becauſe, if they were not verily perſwaded that 
it were God, they profeſs they would never think of worſhipping 31. 
Thus he. 

This in the 57h. place of not only Tranſubſtantiation, but Real 
Preſence being ſuppoſed an error, yet that the Roman prattice, or 
error, compared with the Lutheraz, the firlt is no more peccant 
than the later ; and therefore that the Lutheraw by Proteſt ants being 
excuſed from Idolatry, ſo ought the Roman C atholick too. 2 

6. Both theſe being ſuppoſed errors, and indeed no Preſence of S. 21. 
Chriſt's Body with the Symbols at all, as is by them both imagined 
there ; yet, /uch Adoration, by the one or the other, of ChriF, who 
isa true object of ſupreme Adoration, and only by them miſtaken 
to bein ſome place where he is not, cannot be termed any ſuch Taola- 
try, as ts the worſvipping of an object not at all adorable. So, for exam- 
ple, If we ſuppoſe a Heathen worſhipping a Heathen-God, as ha- 
ving ſome particular reſidence in an Image ;- or an 1/raelite wor- 
ſhipping the true God of 7/rae/, as having a ſpecial reſidence in the 
Calf at Sina; or in Feroboam's Calves, called alſo by him Chera- 
bims ; or laſtly, a Marnichean, miſtaking nothing in the Nature or 
Attributes of our Lord Chriſt, ſave that he thinks him to have 
ſome particular reſidence in the Sun, and ſo worſhipping him as 
preſent there : None of theſe would be any ſuch Idolatry, or pa- 
rallel to it, as that of another Heathen worſhipping the very Mol- 
ten Image ; or 1/rae/ite worſhipping the very Calf Be his God ; or 
Manichean worſhipping the Sun it ſelf for Chriſt. Again ; nei- 
ther can any of theſe that adore only God or Chriſt as ſpecially 
preſent where indeed he is not, (e. g. as fancied God fo preſent in 
the Calf, or Chriſt in the Sun,) if we ſuppoſe ſomething elſe inviſi- 
bly and undiſcerned by him to be there preſent, as if we imagine an 
Angel in the Sun, or a Serpent within the Calf, therefore be faid 
to adore ſuch Angel, or Serpent : and whatever fault may be -in 
ſuch worſhip, yet it would be great injuſtice to accuſe ſuch 1/rae- 
lite or Manichean, of adoring fuch Angel or Serpent upon this inde- 
finite Propoſition, that he profe Jerh to worſhip that which he believes 
to be preſent there ; eſpecially it ſuch perſon do alſo declare againſt 
the adoration of any fuch PR things, if, contrary to his be- 

2 lief, 
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hef, - there preſent. Neither then can it be juſtly deduced from a 
Etheran's or Catholick's adoring Chriſt as under the ſubſtance or 
ſpecies of Bread, that therefore theſe adore the thing it ſelf that is 
preſeat under them. | 

7. Whatever fault or alſo Idolatry it may be called ( tho” not fo 
groſs as the former) in a Manicheaz that worſhips Chriſt in the 
Sun, orin an 1/7ae/ite that worſhips God as ſpecially preſent or 
reſident in the Calves of Daz and Bethel or that at Sinai, becauſe 
it 15 adoring a fancy of their own, without any rational or 
pretence thereof ; and however ' meerly a good intention ground- 
ed upon a culpable ignorance can excuſe none from. Idolatry, or 
any other fault, ( which as it is often preſſed by Proteſtants, is free- 
ly granted by Catholicks.)) Yet ſince Daille (and,. I ſuppole, other 
Proteſtants with him) doth allow, not an. abſolutely certain, but a 
reaſonable, tho* miſtaken-ground or motive of Adoration, ſuffici- 
ent for avoiding the juſt umputation of Idolatry, [ upon which ac- 
count a Diſciple adoring with divine. worſhip a perſon very much 
reſembling our Saviour, when he was upon Earth; or, ſuppoſing 
a conſecrated Hoſt truly adorable, one,. who. adores-an Hoſt placed 
on the Altar, and.by ſome.deficiency in.the Prieft, not truly conſe- 
crated, 1s freely abſolved by them herein from committing any Ido- 
latry. See before $. 8. ] Hence therefore if Catholicks cap. produce 
4 rational ground of their apprehending Chriit preſent in. the Eucha- 
7434, tho' poſſibly miſtaken 1a it, zhey are to be excuſed from Idola- 
try., upon the ſame terms. 

(.1.) Now here firſt ; the Lutherans being allowed to have ſuch 
a plauſible ground or motive. for their Adoration, whereby they: 
become by other Prateſtarts:abſolved from Tdolatry in adoring our 
Lord as preſent there, (only their Adoration izut#le (ſaith Daill ) 
'& tombent en neant, ) I ſee not why the ground of Roway Catholicks 
ſhoull be. any whit leſs valued than theirs. For, if we cotapare the 
one's Con-- with the other's Trans--ſubſtantiation, the later ſeems 
more agreeable to our Lord's words, Hoc. eff Corpus meum; and to 
the molt plain. literal obvious ſenſe thereof, Hoc eft Corpus meum, 
by a change of the Bread, rather than, Hoc e#f Corpus meum, by a 
conjunction- with the Bread ;. and therefore is the Rowmas equalled 
with; or <lfe. preferred before,. the Lutheran ſenſe. by many Pro- 
teſtants, that are neutral and diſſent from both. [ Longines Conſub- 
fantiatorum ( ſaith Biſhop Forbes, de Euchar. /. 1. c. 4 Q. 5.) quam 


Tranſubſtantiatorum ſententiam a. Chriſti werbis recedere, ſive litera 


ſpedtetur, five ſenſus, affirmat R. Hoſpinianus & ceteri Calviniani 


communiter. And Hoſpinian, Hiſftor. Sacram. 2. part. fol. 6. m 
of. 
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of Luther, ——Errorem errore commutavit, nec videns ſuam opint- 
onem non habere plus, imo etiam minus colorts, quam Scholafpicorum 
& Pape. And ſee the ſame judgment of the Helverian Miniſters, 
and Calvin, apud Haſþinian. f. 212. |] But next ;. Catholicks found- 
ing their Adoration not on. 'Tranſubſtantiation, but on Corporal 
Preſence, the ſame common ground of this they have with L#«- 
therans, Viz. our Lord's words implying ; and fo it muſt excuſe both, 
or neither. 

(2. ) Laying afide this compariſon, let. us view more particular-S. 24- 
ly what rational ground Catholicks exhibit of this their belief of a 
Corporal Preſence in the Euchariſt, and ſo of Adoration. 

I. This-their Ground: then of ſuch a Corporal Preſence in the 
Euchariſt ( after a poſſibility thereof, granted alſo by ſober Prote- 
ſtants * )) 1s pretended to. be Divize Revelation, and if it be ſo as #5e: cuize- 
pretended, then no argument from our ſenies, and againſt it, wa- in Conrre-- 
lid:) and that (as was faid but now) taken in its moſt plain, lite- **Y PU 
ral,. natural, and grammatical ſenſe, in the words, Hos eſt Corps Y 
»eum ; 10 often iterated 1n the Goſpel, and again by S. Paxl, with- 
out any variation or change, or explication of that which yet.is pre- 
tended by Calvinifts to be a metaphorical expreſſion ;- and ſuch, if 
we will believe them, as this, that the Church # his Body, Eph. 1.23. 
or, He the trueVine, Joh.15.1. A great argument this, (the Apoſtles 
punctual retaining ſtill, in their expreſſing the: Inſtitution thereof, 
the ſame language and words.) that our Lord intended it hterally, 
ashe ſpoke it. Pretended alMo-to be Divine Revelation from many 
other Scriptures, ( the citing and prefling of which takes up all Bel- 
larmin's firſt Book de Euchariſtia, to which I refer the inquiſitive 
Reader: ) but eſpecially from the Diſcourſe Jo: 6. Which Apoſtle 
writing his Goſpel ſo late, whea the Communionoof our Lord's Bo- 
dy and Blood was. ſo much frequented and celebrated 1n the- 
Church,. ſeems. therefore to have omitted the mention of it at all 
in his ſtory of the Paſſion, and the time of its firſt Inſtitution: 
becauſe he had-dilated-ſo much upon it before in relating a Sermon 
of our Lord's made in Galilee about the time of the yearly Feaſt 
of eating the Paſchal Lamb, Jo. 6..4, &c. —— Fhe literal and gram- 
matical ſenſe of which Divine Revelation ( ſaith Dr. Taylor, Eiberty 
of Propheſying, F. 20: p. 2 58.) if that ſenſe were intended, wauld war- 
rant Catholicks ta do. violence to ail the Sciences in the circle. And 
that Tranſubſtantiation is openly and violently againſt natural Rea- 
ſon , would be no argument to make them disbelieve, who belieue 
the myſtery of the 1 rinity in all' thoſe miceties of explication which 
are" in the Schools, ( and. which now adays pafi for the Doftrize FA 
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the Church, [| or he might have ſaid, which are in the Arhanaſiar 
Creed, ] with as much violence to th: principles of natural and ſuper- 
natural Philoſophy, as can be imagined to be in the point of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. Andelſewhere ( Real Preſence, p. 240. ) ſaith, as who 
will not ſay? ——That if it appear, that God hath affirmed Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, he for his part will burn all his Arguments againſt it, 
and make publick Amends. . 

IL. Again ; Catholicks have for their Rational gronrnd of following 
this ſenſe, in oppoſition to any other given by SeCtaries, the De- 
claration of it by the moſt Supreme and Univerſal Church- Authority 
that hath been aſſembled in former times for the deciſion of this 
controverlie long before the birth of Proteſtantiſm ; a brief account 
of which Councils, to the number of ſeven or eight (if the 2d. Nz- 
cene | AG. 6. tom, 3.] be reckoned with the reſt ) before that of 
Treat, all agreeing in the ſame ſentence, ſee concerning the Gnzde 
in Controverſy, Diſc. 1.4. 57, &c. | Out of the number of which 
Councils {aid to eftabliſh ſuch a Doftrine, as Biſhop Coſins, Hiſt. 
Trarſub.c. 7. p. 149. after many others, hath much laboured to 
ſubduCt the great Lateras Council under Innocent 3. upon pretence 
of the reputed Canons thereof their being propoſed therein ozly by 
the Pope, but not paſſed or confirmed by the Copmil ; fo another late 


derations of © r0teſtant Writer upon another Proteſtant intereſt, viz. out of the 
preſent con- 3d, Canon of the ſame Council, chargizg not only the Pope but the 
ceremem. Councils themielves, and the Catholick Religion, as invading the 
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Rights of Princes, hath with much diligence very well vindicated 
theſe Canons againſt the others, as the true Atts of this Great Afſ- 
ſembly, and not only the deſigns of the Pope ; and copiouſly 
ſhewed them (as in truth they were) owned as ſuch, both in the 
ſame, and the following times. And thus the Doctrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation in this Council is firmly eſtabliſhed, whilſt Carho- 
licks contend, in the other Canon concerning Secular Powers, the 
Senſe of the Council is by Proteſtants miſtaken. 

Now upon this, I ask what more reaſonable or ſecure courſe in 
matters of Religion, { whether as to Faith or Prafice) can a pri- 
vate and truly humble Chriſtian take, than, where the ſenſe of a 
Divine Revelation is diſputed, to ſubmit to that 1nterpretation 
thereof, which the Supremeſt Authority in the Church, that hath 
been heretofore convened about ſuch matters, hath ſo often and al- 
ways in the ſame manner decided to him ; and ſo to aCtt according 
to its InjunQions ? | 

TIT. But, if theſe Councils be declined as not being {o ancient as 
ſome may expe; 7. e. .not held before ſome controverſy hapned 

in 
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in the Church touching the point they decided, Catholicks fill 
have another very Rational ground of ſuch a ſenſe of the Divine 
Writ, viz. the evident teſtimony of the more Primitive times. Which 
that they have conveyed the Tradition of ſuch a ſenſe to the pre- 
ſent Church, and to theſe former Councils, (to repeat what hath 
been faid already in Corfiderations on the Council of Trext, 4. 321. 
#. 1. becauſe perhaps by ſcarcity of copies that Book may come to 
few hands) I think wyll be ckar to any one, not much intereſſed, 
that ſhall at his leiſure ſpend a few hours in a publick Library to- 
read, entire, and not by quoted parcels, the diſcourſes.on this Sub--- 
ject; Of St. Ambroſe. de Myſter. init. cap. 9. --the Author de Sacra- 
mentis, aſcribed to the ſame Father, 4. /. 4, and 5. Chapters, 
Cyril. Hieroſol. Catecheſ. Myſtagog. 4, & 5. ---Chryſoft in Matt. 
Hom. 83.---In 4#. Hom. 21. ---In 1 Cor. Hom. 24. ---Greg. Niſſen. 
Orat. Catechet. ch. 36, 37. --- Enſeb. Emiſſen. or Ceſarivs Arelatenſis 
de Paſchate, Serm. 5. --Fllarins Piftav. de Trimtate, the former 
part of the 8th, Book. Cyril. Alexand. in Evangel. Joan. |. 10. c. 
13. Concerning the authenticalneſs of which picces enough alſo 
hath been faid elſewhere. 

IV. In a conſequence of, and ſucceſſion from, this doctrine of F. 27: 
thoſe Primitive times, and of the: later Councils of the Church, 
when this Point was brought into ſome Diſpute and Controverſie, 
a Catholick hath for a Rational ground of his Faith, and practice, 
the nntverſal dottrine and pradtice of the later both Eaſtern and Weſt- 
ern Churches till Luther's time, and at the preſext alſo, excepting 
his followers. For the Eaſtern Churches ( diſputed by ſome Pro- 
teſtants) both their belief of a: corporal preſence with the Symbols, 
and praCtice of Adoration, fee what hath been faid at large in the 
Guide in Controverſy, diſc. 3.c. 8. (where alſo are exhibired the 
teſtimomies of many karned Proteſtants freely conceding it ) and 
again, in Corſiderations on the Council of Trexr, Q.32T. x. 22. p. 
313. and ».9.f. 294. Seealſo the late eminent evidences of the 
Faith and PraQuce of theſe Eaſtern Churches at this day,. colleted 
by Monſieur A4rnand, in his two replies to C/ande ; a brief account 
whereof alſo is given in the Guide, Diſc. 3. Q$. 81. x. 2, &c. In 
which matter ( whereas. one of the chicteft and commoneſt Pleas 
of Proteſtants 1s the Greek and Eaftern Churckes rheir according 
with them, whereby they ſeem to out-number the Romaa )) if any 
will but take the courage, notwithitanding his ſecular Intere{t, 
a—_—_ to examin tt,, I doubt not. he will receive a full Satil- 
faction. 


Laſtly, 


30 Concerning the Adoration of the Euchari#t. 

Laſtly, ſee D. Bloxdel ( one much efteemed by Proteſtants, for 
hi5 knowledge in ancient Church-Hiſtory ) granting an alteration 
in_ the Doctrine concerning our Lord's Preſence-in the Euchariſt 
(an Alteration he means from that which is now maintained by 
Proteſtants, and was by the former Antiquity ) begun in the Greek 

* Eſclaire. Church after A. D. 754. * z. e. begun ſo ſoon asany diſpute hapned 

— in the Eaſtern Church concerning this Preſezce ; which diſpute 

- *hariſtie c, Was firſt occaſion'd there upon an Argument which was taken 

I. from the Euchariſt, and urged againſt Images by the Council of 
Conftantinople, under Conitantizs Copronymms, and was contradicted 
by Dameſcen, and {hortly by the 24. Nicene Council. In which 
opinion of the 24. Nrceze Council and Damaſcen, Bloadel freely ac- 
knowledgeth the Greek Churches to have continued to this day. 

*5ee 1374, DC 6 16. p. 399. Again, granting an Alteration in the ſame Do- 

c 18. Qrine (as1s ſaid before) begun in the Weſtern Church 4. D. 818.* 
4. e. as ſoon as the like diſpute hapned about this Point in the We- 
ftern Parts : which diſpute there was occaſioned by the Council 
held at arr ory under Charles the Great, oppoſing the expreſſions 
of the foreſaid Conſtantinopolitan Council in like manner as the 
24. Nicene Council had done before. Laſtly, if we ask him, what 
this Alteration in the Eaſt firſt, and afterward in the Weſt, was ; 
1. He maketh it much-what the ſame in both. And then he 
explains it to be a kind of Tmpanation, or Conſubſtantiation, or 
Aſſumption of the Bread by our Lord Chiiftt. His words, c. 19. are 
theſe Des Ax. 818. &c. —— Some among the Latins did ( as it 
were in imitation of the Greek) conceive a kind of Conſabſtaxtiation, 
partly. like, partly unlike, to what many Germains [ he means Lu- 
therans ] ow maintain ; which, to ſpeak properly, ought to be called 
Impanation, or Aſſumption of the Bread by the Word of God. And 
C. 20. he goes on, ----The opinion of Paſchaſius, [ whom he makes 
Leader in the Weſtern, as Damaſcez in the Greek Church ] had 
advanced before A. D. goo. an Impanation of the Word, fortified 
and getting credit by degrees ; the eſtabliſhment of which ( ſaith he p. 
440...) both Damaſcen and Paſchaſius deſigned. Wherein ( he faith 
P- 441.) they ſuppoſed a kind of Identity. between the Sacra- 
ment and the Natural Body of Chriſt, founded upon the inhabt- 
tation of the Deity in them ; which at laſt produced, he faith, 
= —_— of Tranſubſtantiation, under Pope Iznocent the 
Third. | 

Herethen 1. We ſee granted,both of the Greek and Latin Church, 
the ſame Tenent. 2. We may obſerve, that this Tenent of 1- 
panation he impoſeth on them, when well examined, is found 
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much more groſs and abſurd than that of Tranſubſtantiation: For 
- which ſee what 1s faid 1n Belharmin, de Eanchay. 1. 3.c.113.% 15.Qr 
in Swarcz, de Sacrament. Diſþ.4g9; But 3.1ce in Conſiderations on the 


Conncil of Trent 4. 321.1, 13. and. 16. fc. that:this Doctrine of 
Damaſcen and the Greek Church, and afterwards'of Paſchuftus and 
the Latin, before Iznocert the Third's time, was plain Trantubſtan- 
tiation ; and is miſrepreſehted by Blondet for Impanation ; and 


therefore never hath the Greet ' Church hithereo had any conteſt 


or claſhing with the Rowan concerning this point. And ce the 
conceffions alſo of other Proteſtants very :frequent and more 
candid, of Tranſabſtantiation held by the-Greet Churches 'of later 


times, as well as by the Roman, produced 1h 'the 'Razzone! Hecount 
concerninz the Guide tn Controverſies, Dil. 3.c.8. 413. Laftly, theſe 
Churches, in which, he faith, fuch an Alteration was made from 
the former Doctrine of Antiquity, deny 4t at all ſo to be.; and a& 


firm, 'that;, when fome new opinions s rg. they 'maintamed 
and vindicated tt as the DoQtrine of the Fathers ; their Proofs of it 


being alſo extraed-ont-of :the Fathers Teftimonies. Now ithen 


to ſtand againſt ſuch a ftrong ſtream of :both Eaft and Weſt run- 
ning conftantly m this courſe, ſeems to-Catholicks, with S. 4=ſtir 
very. unreaſonable. —— Similiter effi (fanth he, Epilt. 118. Ja- 


muario) fiquid horam #ota per wrbem frequentat Eccleſia : nam & 


hinc, quin ita faciendum fit, diſputare, inſolentiſſime inſanie eft. And, 
—— Gra omnes (faith Biihop Forbes, -de Enchar. 1. 2.0.2.) [ as 
well as the Roman Church ] avorant 'Chrifkum in Enchariſtia : Et 
quis aufit onmes hos Chriſtianos Tdololatriz arcefſere & damnare? 


V. Laftly ; befides-this-great Body, Catholicks have ſince Lu- 5- 25. 


ther's time, inthe Reformation, ' no ſmall-number of Proteftants, :T 
mean ſuch as arethe genuine-Sons of the Church of Eaxelax#, pro- 
ceeding thus far, as to'confelks beth a Real Preſence of -our--Lord's 
Body and Blood in the -Enchatift, and Adorviow of it as preſent 
there ; a real preſence of it to each worthy Receiver, tho? not 10 
the Elements. And Hooker, 'if he miſtook not the'DoQtrine of the 


Church of Enz/and in his time, faith, - Ecileſc; Pol. 4. 5. $67. 


——Wherefore ſhould the world continne ſtill difbr ated, and rent with 
fo many manifold -Contentions, when there vemaineth now 'ab Conutro- 


 werſy, es | only about the fabjeft where Chytſfs ?  --= Nor doth 


any thing reſt doubtful in this, but whether, when the Sacrament i ad- 
miniſtred, Chriſt be whole within Man only, or elſe his Body and\Blovd 
be alſo externally ſeated 'in' the very \tokſterated' Elervents themſthues. 
So that, if Hooker and his party are'in'the right, Catholicks do not 
miſtake Chriſt's Body as preſent: in a place whirecit. is not "_ 
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only 1n. thinking it in- that preſent, to one thing, the Elements, 
when it 1s {o only tq another, the Receiver of them. But then 
the ſame Catholicks have another half of the Reformation, Viz. 
all the Lutheran Proteſtants, - that afhirm, with the Roman Church, 
Chriſt's Bady preſent-alſo toithe Elements, or Symbols. And ſee 
Mr.Thorndike allo, Epilog, 1.3. c. 3. much for this preſence of Chriſt's 
Body to be 2n, with, or under the Elements, immediately upon, and 
by the conſecration of them, (-which conſecration alſo. he placeth 
U. 3. 4.6. þ. 24). in the bleſſing of the. Elements before the. brea%- 


1ng, &c. mentioned before $. 7.). Look back now upon all theſe 


Pleas of Catholicks, and ſee if they will not make up at leaſt a rea- 
ſonable grannd or motive of their Adoration. A reaſonable ground ; 
I-fay not here { what I might ) ſufficient to ſecure thetr faith from 
all {uſpicion.of error, but ( which ſerves. my purpoſe } to ſecure 
them from Idolatry in their Adoration, tho' they ſhould. be mi- 


ftaken ; when as other perſons, becauſe proceeding on like rea- 


ſonable motives, are by Proteſtants, 1n their Adoration of a miſtaken. 
Preſence, or Obje&, excuſed from it.; (Sce. before $. 8.) As, for 
example, the Latherax ; the Adorer of one much reſembling our 
Lord hereon Earth ; the Adorer of an vaconſecrated Hoſt, or. Wafer 
placed on the Altar, &c. eſpecially when Catholicks in crediting 
ftuch divine Revelation of Chriſt's Preſence, and ſo for their Adorati- 
on, receive no contradiction ( as. it is pretended they do ) from their 
ſenſes. : becauſe they adore, I mean with.divine Adoration, nothing 
viſible, or ſenſible at all, nor any ſubſtance inviſible wherein an 
thingthat occurs to their ſenſes inheres ;. but only underſtand Chriſt's 
Body preſent there, where their ſenſes can no way certainly, and 
apainit any pretended-divine Revelation, inform them, either when 
it.is preſent, or not; ſince ſalvis omnibus phenoments, all appearances 
granted moſt true, ſuch a Preſence is-poflible. 

Theſe rational Grounds of Catholicks:for Adoration, which we 
expected ſhould haye been moſt ftrictly examined thoſe who 
conclude the Roman: praftice herein Idotatry,. are ſlightly paſſed 
over by. Dajll,. in pronouncing that this.error of Catholicks wrent 
toute entiere de leur-paſſivy, Apolog. des Eglis Reform.'c. 11.p..go. 
And after ia -reducing all their ground thereof to a —— 1a ſeule au- 
thorite du Pape & deſon Concile : and by Dr. Taylor,. Real Preſ.. 13. 
#- 346.. in calling them ---- ſome trifling pretences made out of ſome 
ſayings of the Fathers. Elſewhere indeed, when he was in a more 
charitable” temper ( Liberty, of. Propheſ., p: 258.) he ſaith, That 
for a, motive to ſuch an opinion, Roman Catholicks-have a divzee 
Revelation, whoſe literal and gr ammatical. Senſe, if that Senſe was 


7h=> 


UMI 


Concerning the Adoration of the Euchariſt. 

intended, would warrant them. to do violewce to all the Sciences in the 
Circle : but prudently there omits their Plea of Catholick Traditi- 
on, ſecuring to them ſuch a literal ſenſe of the Text. Dr. Srilling- 
fleet ( Rom. Idol. c. 2.4. 7.) faith firſt, That, if a miſtake in 
this caſe will excuſe the Romaniſt, i mould excuſe the groſſeſt Idolatry 
in the World, And in comparing two. perſons, one worſhipping. 
Chriſt as really preſent in the Sun, another, Chriſt as really pre- 
ſent in the Sacrament, he faith, as inoonſiderately as magilſteri- 
ally, That ſuppoſing a miſtake in both, we are not to enquire into 
the reaſons of the miſtake, | 1. e. as he ſaith before, concerning .the 
probability of the one miſtake, more than- of the other ] but the 
influence it hath upon our actions. So he. But, what is more mani- 
feſt, than that the influence which a miſtake hath upon our aCti- 
ons, as to making them culpable or innocent, 1s not always the 
ſame, but very various, and often contrary ; rendring them ſome- 
times blameleis, ſometimes taulty, according as the miſtake is ex- 
er in--excuſable ? Next, he grants 16:a. $. 5. a Catholick Tradition 
of Tranſubſtantiation to be a {ſufficient ground. for Adoration :- But 
the Catholick Tradition that 15 tes here neceſſary for Adorati- 
on, is only that ofa corporal Preſence. Now, for a ſufficient evi- 
dence of ſuch a Tradition, I refer the conſciencious Reader to what 
hath been faid before, waving that of Tranſubſtantiation as to rhis 
Controverſy, tho' the ſame Catholick Tradition authorizeth both ; 
namely, a:corporal Preſence by a mutation of- the Elements into 
our Lord's Body. This from $. 24. Of the Rational grounds Cathe- 
licks have for their Adoration. 

8/y. For ſuch Rational grounds therefore of their worſhip as are 
here given (and zot from any exceff of Charity, or from the ſingu- 
lar Pancies of ſome few, tho learned men, as Dr. Srillingfleet, in his 
Preface to Roman Idolatry would inknnate) Idolatry is by many Pro- 
teſt ants of late, either zo at all, or but faintly charged' ow the Church 
of Rome. For firlt, ſee Mr. Thorpaike in his Eprlogue, 3.1. 30. C. 
P. 350. I ſay firſt ( faith he ) that the Adoration of the Eucha- 
riſt, which the Church of Rome preſcribeth, 1s not weceflarily Idolatry. 
1 ſay not, what it may be accidentally by that intention which ſome men 
may conceal, and may make it Idolatry as to God : but I ſpeak upon ſup- 
poſition of that intention, which the profeſſion of the Church formeth. 
And in his Juſt Weights, C. 19.p. 125. ---- They who give the ho- 
nour proper to God to his Creature, are Idolaters ; they that worſbip 
the Hoſt give the honour due to God to his Cr: ature: this is taken for 8 
Demonitration, that the worſhip of the Floſt us Idelatriy. But will 
any Papiſt acknowledge, that he honours the Elemznts of the Encha- 

| _ riſt, 


33 


I. 30, 


34 


Gonverning the Adoration of the Exclart##. 
rift, or, as hethinks,. the Arcidentr of them\ for' God? \ Will common: 
Reaſon charge him-to honour that, which: he believes. nat to: be there ? 


If they were there, they would not take them fox God.;. and: therefore 


they would not honour them for God: Andthat is it. ( not ſaying, that 
theyſbold:be Idolaters if the Elements did remain.) that muſt make 
them Idolaters... And Epilogue p.' 357. in general. he faith ; 
= Mhoſo adgnits Idolatry, | i.e in any point whatever] to be 
taught bythe Roman Church, can by.no means grapt it:to be a Church; 


the very being whereof ſuppoſeth- the worſhip of one God, excluſive. to: 


anything elfe. 'T he Roman-Chinch, then, muſt either be freed from 
the imputation-of commanding any thing that isIdolatry, (Z. e. a» 
doration of'a creature forGod:)':: or we muſt affirm, - there to- be, 
and to have been,/ no-true Church of Chriſt;. never {ince ſuch com- 
mand-of that which they ſay is Idolatry went forth, ( which noju- 
dicious Proteſtant, I'think, hath or dare ſay of the Roman Churchy 
ſince the beginning of the: Adoration-ofthe Euchariſt :.). For what 
Church or Sect of Religioncan be-Apoſtate at all, if not a_Church- 


. committing, and commanding Idolatry ; even- the worſhipping of 
a piece of Bread, which themſelves made,. for that God: which: 


made them and Heaven and Earth. 

And:thus Biſhop Forbes, de Euchar. |. 2.c.2. Perperam aploXevrpeic 
Romanenlibus 4 pleriſque Proteſtantibus objicitur, & illi Idololatrie 
traſſiſſime: & graviſſime- ab bis infiomlantur & damnantur ; cum ple-- 


rique Romanenſes, ut & alts fideles, credant panem- conſeeratum. non 


eſſe-amplins panem, ſed corpus Chriſti ; nnde ill: nou panem- adorant : 
ed tantum ex ſuppoſitione, licet falſa, non tames haretica, aut impta, 
wel curm fide divette pupnante, ut ſuperiore libro oftenſhm eſt, Chriiti 
corpus, quod were adorandum eft, aderant. In Enuchaiittia enim men- 
te diſcernendum eſſe Chriſtum a viſibili ſigno docent ipſs ;\ & Chriſtum 
quidem adorandum-eſſe, non tamen Sacramentum, quia'ſpeoies ille ſunt 
res create  inanimes, & conſequenter incapaces adorationiss And 
Ibid... ſhewing the Greek and Eaſtern Church, as well as the Ro- 
an, to-uleit, he concludes, Quzis auſit omnes hos Chriſtianos Ido- 
lolatrie arceſſere & damnare ? - After the ſame manner the Archbi- 
ſhop of Spalato, ds Repub. Ecclef. 7.1. 13.Cc; n. 6. —— Reſpondeo 
(faith he) me nullum idololatricum crimen in adoratione Enchariſtiz, 
fe-reftedirigatur intentio, agnoſcere.. Quienim docent, panem non eſſe 
amplius panem, ſed corpus Chriſt, -illt profeito panem non adorat : 


ſed ſolum ex ſuppoſitione, licet falſa, Chriſti corpus vere adorabile a-- 


dorant. Nonenim noftri dicunt ſpecies pants & wini, hos eſt, Acts 


dentia ills eſſe adoranda. 


Biſhop 


UMI 


Concerning the Atoration of the Enchariit. TY 
Biſhop Bramhal, cited before,. h; 6. ——The Sacrament is t6 be 
adored, ſaid the Council of Trent. The Sacrament, 1. e. formally 
the Body and Blood of Chriit ſay ſome of your Authors :- we ſay the 
ſame. ——The Sacrament, 1. e. the ſpecies of Bread and' Wine ſay 
others : that we deny. Thus he. * : R 
D. Taylor, in his Liberty of Propheſying, p. 258. confeſſeth the 
SubjeRs of the Church.of Rome no Idolaters: in this-kind ; at leaft. 
ſo as to: worſhip Bread or any creature with Divine Worſhip, and 
as God :: For, ——H # evident, ſaith he, that' the Object of therr 
Adoration-( that which is repreſented: to them in their minds, their 
thoughts, and purpoſes, and' by which God principally, if not ſolely; 
takes eſtimate of humane attions ) in the Bleſſed Sacrament, # the 
only true and: eternal God, hypoſtatically- joyned with his holy Huma- 
nity. ; which Humanity they believe attually under the veil of the Sa-- 
cramental ſigns. And if they thought Him not preſent, they are ſo 
fax fromworſbipping the Bread in- this caſe, that: themſebves- profeſs 
it to be Tdolatry todo ſo; which 1 a-demonſtration that their ſoul hath. 
aothing in it that is idololatricad, (i.e. as to the direfting this their 
divine worſhip to an undue object. ] | 
Which things if ſaid right by him-and the orhers,. the ſame Dr. $. 35- 
| Taylor is faulty in his charge in Real: Preſence, p. 334. Faulty I fay,. 
in charging on the Church of Ree, not their worſhip of a right 
ObjeEt in a- ſome-way. unlawful: and prohibited manner, this we 
are not here examining ; but their worſhip of an undue Obje&t of 
Adoration, . of a_ creature ini{tead-of God :. for ſo he chargeth them, 
there. JF (faith he there.) they be deceived in their own ſtrict 
Article, | he means of 'Tranſubitantiation, ] then zt is certain, they- 
commit an att of Idolatry in giving divine hononr to' a mere creature, 
the image, the Sacrament and. repreſentment of the Body of Chri#t.. 
Thus he. When it is evident that the Objet?, &Cc. is the only true 
and eternal God, &C. as he ſaid before-in the place cited, and muſt 
ſay if he will ſay truch. So, faulty is alſo Dazlle, ( Reply: to Chan- 
mont, Pp: 63.) m his charging the Church. of Rowe to worithip 
Bread, upon this arguing : Catholicks adore that ſubſtance that is 
veiled with the accidents of Bread and Wine; but this ſubſtznce is 
' Bread: Ergo they adore Bread. By whach arguing he may as well 
prove the Lutherags in the Euchariit to adore a Worm or a Mite, . 
thus :: The Zutherans adore that ſubſtance. which is-joyned with 
the Bread ; bur that ſubſtance is a Worm or Mite : ( for ſuch:thing 
may be. there with. the Bread at ſuch time of Adoration ) Ergo,. 
they adore. a Worm. Whereas both the Catholrck and. Lutheran: 
explain the indefinite term [ hat which, ] uſed in the major R_ 
on,., 


UMI 


IS. 32, 


ſence under them, p. 117. 
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ſition, | reſtrictively to the Body of Chriſt, and excluſively to any o- 
ther ſubſtance whatever, that is, or may be, there, either with the 
Bread, or under its accidents. Faulty alſo is Dr. SriUingfleet, Rom. 
Taol.c. 2. in ſaying the Proteſtants controverlie with Catholicks is ; 
Whether proper Divine Worſhip, in the time of receiving the Encha- 
rift, may be given to the Elements on the account of a corporal Pre- 
And, as for the paſſage in the Coun- 
eil of Trent, ſeſſ. 13.c. 5. urged by him there for it, his miſtake 
is ſhewed betore, 9. 12. And fo, faulty, in his. concluding, p.118. 
——That the immediate term of that Divine Worſhip given by Ca- 
tholicks, 7s the external and wiſible ſigns or elements. And again, 
P. 124. That, upon the principles of the Roman Church, xo Man 
can be ſatisfied that he worſhips not a mere creature with divine -ho- 
zour, when he gives Adoration to the Ho# : | whenas Catholicks 
expound themſelves to mean by. Hoſt in their Adoration, not 
the Symbols, or Sacramentam, but rem Sacraments. ] Again, p. 
That, ſuppoſing the Divine Nature preſent in 
any thing, gives no ground upon that account to give the ſame worſhip 
to the thing. wherein it is preſent. ] | Catholicks grant this as much 
as he: and doth not himſelf fay ſeveral times, That Catholicks 
condemn the worſhipping of a mere creature for Idolatry ? } See &. 4. 
p. 120. ——{f ( faith he) #t ſhould be but a mere creature [ that I a- 
dore, ] all the World cannot excuſe me from Idolatry, and my own 
Church | he means the Roman ] condemns me ; all agreeing that this 
is grofs Idolatry. Again ; p. 119. Tt is (faith he) a principle in- 
diſputable among them, | i. e. Catholicks, ] that to give proper divine 
honour to a creature is Idolatry. . Again; p. 126. he faith, ——he 
finds it generally agreed by the Dofors of the Roman Church, that the 
Humane Nature of Chri#t conſidered alone, [ i.e. without an Hypoſta- 
tical union to the Divinity, ] ought not to have divine honour given 
ts it : {| and therefore neither any other creature whatever, that is 
not Hypoſtatically united, as -none beſides Itis.] All theſe, I fay, 
faulty and miſtaken in charging the Church of -Rome with this 
ſpecies of Idolatry, of worſhipping a creature [the Bread ] inſtead 
of Chriſt; from which the other Proteſtants clear it. 

Laſtly, Dr. Hammond, in his Treatiſe of Idolatry, h. 64. 'upon 
ſuppoſition that the igaorance or error of Catholicks 1s grounded 
on miſunderſtanding of Scripture, [ 1 add, ſo expounded to them by 
the ſupreme Church- Authority, ] ſeems to charge them rather with 


a material than a formal Idolatry ; which material Idolatry in ma- 


ny caſes is or may be committed without ſin ; as alſo material 
Adultery, and the like. His words are ; -——That if it be demand- 
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el, Whether in this caſe, that their ignorance or error be grounded op: 
miſunderſtanding of Seripture, this ſo ſimple and not grof ignorance 
may ſerve fora ſufficient antidote to allay the poiſon of ſuch a fin of 
material, tho' perhaps in them not formal, Idolatry, &c. becauſe if 
they were not werily perſwaded that it were God, they profeſs.they would 
never think of worſhipping it ? he had no neceſſity 10-define and ſa- 
tisfie it,. bexng only to conſider what Tdolatry is ; and not how exeuſable 
ignorapce or miſtake can make it. And indeed Proteſtant Writers, that 
will have it. to be Idolatry, are concerned to make it ſuch a gentle 
one, as that the praCtice thereof, died 1n, and it neither particular- 
ly confeſſed, nor repented of,. yet. excludes not from Salvation; or 
elſe they muſt damn all thoſe who. lived in the viſible communion 
of the Church Catholick for five-or fix hundred years, by their own 
confeſſion. 

9. Mean-while Catholicks willingly grant to Proteftants that, S. 33- 
for which Dazlle's Apology of the Reformed Charehes, c.2.p.98. much 
contendeth in their behalf: That to Adore that which the Adorer 
believes not to be our Lord, but Bread ; or. to perform the external 
ſigns of Adoration to our Lord as preſent there, where the wor- 
ſhipper believes he is not, is unlawful to be done by any, ſo long 
as the perſon continues.{o perſwaded : For, Conſcientia erronea obli- 
gat, But then, if we. ſuppoſe the: Church jy requiring ſuch:! 


# 


Adoration upon ſuch a true Preſence of our Lord ;. neither will the 
ſame perſon be free from finning.greatly im his following ſuch his 
conſcience, and in his not adoring : dilobedience to the Churches 
juſt commands being no light offence. Neither for the yielding 
ſuch obedience in general 1s 1t neceſſary that the Churches Sub- 
jects be abſolutely certain of the rightneſs or lawfulneſs of the 
Churches Decrees-or Commands :. For,, thus, themore ignorant in 
ſpiritual matters: and the things commanded that any perſon is,. 
the more free and releaſed ſhould he be-from all obedience ; the 
contrary of which is true. But ſufficient it is even 1a the ſtating of 
judicious Proteſtant Divines, when writing againſt Puritans, ( ſee: 
Conſiderations on the Council of Trent, 4. 295. x. 3, 4.) that ſuch: 
perſons be nat abſolutely certain that the Churches commands are: 
unjuſt, aud that they do in ſomething demonſtratively contradi& 
God's Law : which plain contradiCtion, if a private perſon can ſee. 
it, *tis ſtrange the Church ſhould not. And as to this particuter 
matter, after the Churches motives of Adoration,. that are deliver-- 
ed before, $. 24, &c. well conſidered, T leave the Reader to judge, 
whether ſuch a pretended certainty can-have any ſolid ground.. It 
is better indeed to forbear an ation, when weare not certain —_ | 
Ss 
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lawfulneſs thereof, provided:that we are certain, that in ſuch for- 
bearance we do-not fin. But thus certain of our not ſinning in 
ſuch forbearance we cannot be, concerning any 'thing that .is ;en- 
joyned us by our lawful and Canonical Superiors ; whom we are 
obliged to obey : unleſs (as hath been ſaid) we are firlt certain 
that ſuch-their command'is unkawful. | 

.&. 34- And hitherto of this Controverſie ; where the Two main 

things that ſeem worthy to be examined, by any Chriſtian, who 

, in this point ſeeks fſatisfaftion, are, x. Whether the Rowan Ca- 

tholick's grownds of believing Chriſt's Corporal Preſence in the Eu- 

chariſt, with the Symbols, are ſolid and true, 2. And next ; Whes- 

ther:this Church, for eny ones exmjoying ber Communion, exatts more 

of him, than the -onfolſng that Thrift as preſent there # alſo there 

to be adored : whilit mean-while ſuch perſon renounceth and de- 

clares againft any adoration, or, if you will, co-adoration of the 

Jpestes, or any other thing -whatever there preſent, with any La- 

tris or ſupreme worſhip, proper or improper, or with any 'other 

honour-or reverence, ſave only {ſuch an inferior. veneration .as 
exhibited by us to other Holy Things. 
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